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CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE earn that, at the request of the Attorney-General, Mr. 
Remnant, M.P., postponed bis question on the subject of the 
delay in the extension of the Land Transfer Act to the City to 
which we referred last week (ante, p. 223) till Thursday. Mr. 
L, Arnertey-Jonzs, K.C., M.P., has given notice of a further 
question, asking the Attorney-Gen whether, in view of the 


~ 


attitude of the Corporation of London towards the application. 


of the B agg, ang of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, to the City 
of London, he will, in accordance with the intention of the 
Government as formerly expressed, appoint a committee for the 
purpose of inquiring into the working of the Act? 





the direction of the Oouncil 
of the Incorporated Law iety, a copy of the resolu- 
tion on the subject of the drafting of Bills in Parliament 
which was passed at the Oxford Annual Provincial Meeting 
in October last has been forwarded to the Lord Ohan- 
cellor, the Lord Chief Justice, the Attorney-General, 
the Solicitor-General, and the legal Members of Parliament, 
with the intimation that the Oouncil are in complete agree- 
ment with the terms, and hope that the subject may receive 
attention when Parliamentary procedure is next under discussion. 
The resolution, it will be remembered, was as follows: ‘That 
this meeting is of opinion that all important Bills affecting the 
general law should be referred back to the Official Parliamen- 
tary Oounsel for their report pM Bagus gfe jap bonny 
after they have passed — Committee, and an oppor- 
tunity should be afforded of amending any errors of ‘ 
any confusion of meaning, or any conflict with existing law to 
which the attention of Parliament would thus be drawn.” 


WE vnpeERsTanD that, b 





THe piscussion at the meeting of the Incorporated Law 
Society last week as to the refreshment arrangements adopted 
pS Beer Mine yt may The existing scheme is 
avowedly provisional only, and intended as an experiment to 
be tried during one year; and the time for considering 
ite merits or defects will be the end of the year’s trial. Never- 
theless, the debate brought into prominence some weak points in 

15 
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the scheme, which may be unavoidable, but are to be deplored as 
likely to interfere with its success. The principle adopted by 
the committee, that the refreshment department should be self- 
supporting, has necessitated the imposition of ‘‘ table money,” 
as to which growls are not infrequent; and the inflicting of 
this charge on the men who take light refreshments before 3.30 
is likely to seriously affect the success of that department. The 
committee would seem to be of opinion that every solicitor 
ought, like a true Briton, to bave his heavy lunch; but there 
are, nevertheless, members of the profession who either 
sympathize with Gammer Gurton’s complaint ‘I cannot eat 
but little meat, my stomach is not good,” or consider that a full 
lunch is not particularly conducive to mental activity in the 
afternoon. It is the light refreshment department which we 
want to see successful, and we wish we could hear more 
favourable accounts of its progress. 


A consIDERATION of the full report of the recent case of Wright 
v. Carter (ante, p. 216) shews that in our remarks on the judg- 
ment of Mr. Justice Kzexewicn we did not do justice to Mr. 
F. J. Carter (Torquay), one of the defendants. The case was in 
fact decided in his favour, being dismissed as against him with 
costs; and in arriving at this result Mr. Justice Kexewicu 
emphatically declared—as our report stated (ante, p. 219)—that 
certain charges of fraud made against Mr. Carrer and other 
defendants were made without a shadow of justification. With 
regard to our remark that papers which shewed the real value 
of the property which the plaintiff was settling—property of 
a very doubtful nature—were not forwarded to the solicitor 
who had been retained to give the plaintiff independent 
advice in the matter, we understand that Mr. Carrer had 
no papers shewing the real value of the property, which 
even now is most problematical, and, consequently, no papers 
of this nature could have been kept back by him. There is 
not, throughout the whole judgment, anything throwing any 
doubt on Mr. Carrer’s perfect good faith, and the learned judge, 
referring to a deed of the 15th of May, 1900, held that the 
defendant Mr. Aimy, acted throughout independently of the 
defendant Mr. Carrer; that he was competent to advise the 


laintiff, and did so advise him. That deed, Mr. Justice Kexewicu | 


eld, had been already abrogated by subsequent deeds, in the 
preparation of which*the plaintiff had also proper independent 
advice and by which he was bound. We greatly regret the 
inaccuracies contained in our last article, and that our comments 


should have occasioned annoyance to Mr. Carrer, but we may | 


point out that our remarks were really dealing only with that 
part of the case of professional interest as relating to the law on 
the subject. 


In THE report of the Marais case which appears in the February 
number of the Law Reports Appeal Cases, the Lord Chancellor is 
reported as saying that “the framers of the Petition of Right 
knew well what they meant when they made a condition of peace 
the ground of the illegality of unconstitutional procedure.” To this 
statement the editor appends a note giving the leading provisions 
of the Petition of Right, and adding that 
“‘ it is matter of historical fact that there was not any state of war at the 
times and places of the acts complained of [in the Petition of Right]. The 
words ‘time of peace’ are familiar in the Mutiny (now Army Annual) Act, 
but do not occur in the Petition of Right.” 

Without discussing the question whether the editor has 
convicted the Lord Chancellor of a lapse of memory or historical 
blunder, we may perhaps venture to inquire whether it is the 
function of a law report to criticize statements of law or fact 
made by the judges? There are passages in many judgments to 
which the practitioner is tempted to append notes, and some- 
times does add pithy notes (quite unsuitable for publication) to 
the margin of his own copy of the report. But, so far as we are 
aware, it has not hitherto been the practice in any series of law 
reports to undertake the arduous task of avnotating the judg- 
ments delivered by the learned judges. It is quite within the 
province of the reporter, however, either, on his own authority, 
to omit from the report of a decision a passage which appears to 
be clearly incorrect, or to draw the attention of the judge to the 
passage and inquire whether he desires it to appear in the 





report ; and the question occurs whether this might not haye 
been the more excellent way in the present case ? 





A noveL and important point as to the validity of a bill 
of sale was decided bv the Court of Appeal last Saturday in the 
case of Saund-rs v. White. By the bill of sale a husband and 
wife purported, in consideration of a sum expressed to be paid 
to them, to assign to the grantee certain chattels described in the 
schedule as security, and jointly entered into covenants to repay 
the loan and pay interest and other usual covenants. As a 
matter of fact, none of the chattels were jointly owned by them, 
but some belonged to the wife and some to the husband, and 
the schedule did not distinguish the goods, Was such 
a bill of sale in accordance with the statutory form pre. 
cribed by section 9 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882? As was 
pointed out by the Lord Chancellor in Thomas v. Kelly 
(18 A. ©. at p. 512), the principle applicable to decide 
such a question as this is that ‘“‘the statute must be under- 
stood to have prohibited bills of sale to which the form 
given by the statute is not appropriate.” Or, in other words, the 
form is intended to be exhaustive of what may or may not be 
included in a bill of sale. Now such a bill of sale as the one in 
question could only operate, if at all, as two separate grants of 
separate portions of furniture, not distinguished as belonging to 
either grantor. But it would be very mischievous to hold that 
such a transaction was possible, and that two or even more 
grants—for there is nothing to limit it to two—could be wrapped 
up in one bill of sale. The very converse of this case seems to 
have been anticipated by Bowen, LJ., in Melville v. Stringer 
(13 Q. B. D., at p. 401), and the principle equally applies to 
this case. He says: “Oan it be said that an assignment to 
parties who are not joiut creditors when the repayment is not to 
be of the sum secured to those creditors jointly, but only of 
portions of such sum to each of them separately, is in accord- 
ance with the form in the schedule?” Here it was a case of 
separate grantors, but the reasoning applies, and it is equally 


| difficult to see how the requirements of the Act as to repayment, 


true statement of the consideration, and specific description of 
goods granted, can be satisfied by a bill of sale in such a form. 
A further rather interesting question arises out of this case— 
namely, whether, if the grantors had been in fact joint owners 
of the goods, the bill would have been unobjectionable? The 
Court of Appeal left the point open. But it is hard to see why 


| such a bill of sale should not be good. Joint ownership should 


not surely prejudice the right to deal with the goods in any way 
recognized by the law. Partners might give a bill of sale in 
the firm name, and partnership is only a special form of joint 
ownership. 





THE opinion has been pretty general that a statement of 
affairs made by a person in his bankruptcy proceedings cannot 
be used as evidence against him in subsequent criminal 
proceedings. This view has now been held to be wrong by the 
Court for the Consideration of Crown Cases Reserved in the 
recent case of Rex v. Pike. At the trial of the defendant the 
statement of affairs was admitted to prove that he had received 
certain moneys which he was then being tried for converting to 
his own use. Now, the statement of affairs is a document which 
the law requires the debtor to prepare and to verify by affidavit ; 
so that if this statement shews that he has received certain 
money, it may be used as evidence against him of that 
fact, unless there is any statutory provision to the contrary. 
But section 27 (2) of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, provides that “a 
statement or admission made by any person in any compulsory 
examination or deposition before any court on the hearing of any 
matter in bankruptcy shall not be admissible as evidence against 
that person in any proceeding in respect of” certain misdemea- 
nours, of which the offence in question is one. If, then, the 
statement of affairs is (as was contended for the accused) made 
by the debtor in a compulsory examination or deposition on 
the hearing of a matter in bankruptcy, it cannot be used against 
him in the way in which it was used at the trial. It is sub- 
mitted, however, that an examination is a proceeding by which 
information is got from the person examined by the process of 
question and answer; and that a deposition is the written 
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record of such an examination when it is taken at some other 
time and place than that of the hearing at which it is intended 
to be used as evidence. The Bankruptcy Court has power 
to order a witness to be examined, if necessary, before 
an officer of the court or other person, and to allow 
the deposition of the witness to be used at the subsequent 
hearing of any matter. The court held that the evidence 
was properly admitted, and that section 27 does not apply 
to a statement of affairs. The object of the section, according 
to the Lord Chief Justice, is to protect a debtor when he is 
being cross-examined. Of course he may be cross-examined 
on the statement. If so, his admissions in cross-examination 
would clearly not be admissible. The statement itself, 
however, is not within section 27, and may be used against 
the debtor. There is much room for doubt, as was pointed 
out by the court, how far it is for the public advantage that 
the statement should be used as evidence. If a debtor knows 
that it may be so used, he will probably not knowingly insert 
in it admissions which point to a criminal act. There is, 
therefore, considerable danger that the result of this case will 
be to prevent many bankrupts from making correct statements. 
There is also some unfairness in using against a man a@ 
statement which he was compelled to make, and ater ond it 
would be well if the next Act dealing with bankruptcy 
extended the protection of section 27 to statements of affairs. 





A very technical point of criminal pleading was considered in 
the recent case of Rex v. James, by the Court for the Considera- 
tion of Crown Cases Reserved. The prisoner was the wife of the 
prosecutor, and was indicted along with another person for steal- 
ing the goods and money of the prosecutor. The indictment was 
iu the ordinary form of a common law indictment for larceny, with 
the addition of the words ‘' against the form of the statute, &c.,” 
and the point was taken by counsel for the prisoner that the 
indictment was bad for want of an averment that she was the wife 
of the prosecutor, and that the property was stolen by her when 
they were not living together, or when she was about to leave her 
husband. Now, of course, at common law the indictment would 
not lie, for a woman could not be convicted of larceny of the 
goods of her husband, It is only by virtue of sections 12 and 
16 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, that a wife 
can be convicted of such larceny. The former section provides 
that a married woman shall have against all persons, including 
her husband, the same remedies and redress by way of criminal 
proceedings for the protection and security of her own separate 
property as if such property belonged to her as a feme sole. 
Then there follows a proviso ‘that no criminal proceedings 
shall be taken by any wife against her husband by virtue of this 
Act while they are living together . . . unless such property shall 
have been wrongfully taken by the husband when leaving or desert- 
ing, or about to leave or desert, his wife.” Section 16 provides 
that acts which, if done by the husband with respect to property 
of the wife, would make him liable to criminal proceedings, 
shall make her liable to criminal proceedings if done with 
respect to his property, There is said to be arule of law that if 
there be any exception contained in the same clause as the one 
which creates an offence, the indictment must shew that the 
defendant does not come within the exception. lt was 
this rule which was attempted to be used in the accused 
woman’s favour. The court, however, upheld the indict- 
ment and conviction, and explained that the rule, although 
sound, has no application to this particular section. The 
proviso is not an exception. Its terms do not affect the 
character of the offence. It merely supplies matter which may 
be set up by way of defence. These matters need not be 
pleaded ‘in the indictment. It is obvious that the form of the 
indictment in this case could not in any way embarrass or 
hamper the defendant. The objection was of a purely technical 
nature, and it is well that the process of putting an end to such 
objections should go on briskly. Recent years have seen great 
changes in this respect, not only from the effects of legislation, 
but also from the spirit in which the judges look at purely 
technical objections to the form of indictments, There is, 
however, much to be striven for yet in the direction of simplify- 
ing indictments, which are still very often most cumbersome and 





overloaded with matter which is really superfluous and ought to 
be legally superfluous. 





AN INTERESTING decision on the effect of payment in kespi 
alive a debt has been given by Jetr, J., in Zuylor vy. Hollart 
(Times, 3rd inst.). The defendant, a Transvaaler, while in 
this country borrowed a sum of money which, with bonus 
by way of interest, came to £15,067. For this amount 
judgment was obtained in the Queen’s Bench Division in 
1884. Upon an attempt being made to enforce the judgment 
in the Transvaal, the court there disallowed the addition 
for bonus and gave judgment for £7,000, the sum which 
seems to have been actually advanced, and interest at 8 
per cent. from the date of the English judgment. This 
made £9,635 4s. 6d., and the whole amount was paid to 
the plaintiff by the curators in the insolvency of the 


defendant. The insolvency was subsequently annulled 
and the defendant released from all debts claimable 
against his estate. The present action in the King’s 


Bench Division was to recover the balance of the judg- 
ment for £15,067 after allowing for payment of £9,635, 
and it was contended that this payment was effectual to save 
the bar of the statute. According to the decision of the Oourt 
of Appeal in Jay v. Johnstone (41 W.R. 161; 1893, 1 Q. B, 189) the 

eriod of twelve years limited by section 8 of the Real on 

imitation Act, 1874, isa bar to judgments generally, and not - 
merely to judgments which operate as a charge on land. But 
though under the express panna of the same section the running 
of the statute is stopped by payment of part of the principal, 
yet it was pointed out both by Jzsszx, M.R., and Brerr, L.J., 
in Harlock v. Ashberry (19 Ch. D., pp. 545, 548) that 
a payment, to be effectual to exclude the statute, must 
be made as an acknowledgment of liability, and it must 
be made, therefore, under circumstances which involve an 
admission that more is due. It is difficult to see how 
such an admission can be imputed to an insolvent debtor by 
reason of a payment made by his trustee, especially when the 
trustee purports to pay the whole debt in full. In the old case 
of Jackson v. Fairbank (2 H. Bl. 340), a payment of a dividend 
in bankruptcy was held to keep alive a debt, but as was pointed 
out by Parke, B., in Davies vy. Edwards (7 Ex. 22), this was 
before the subject of acknowledgment by payment had been 
fully considered. In the case of simple contrac: debts it is clear 
that the payment must be in respect of a specific debt and that 
more must be admitted to be due: Zippetts v. Heane (1 Or. M. 
& R. 252). Otherwise no promise to pay the remainder can be 
implied. The theory of implied promise does not apply to a 
payment under section 8 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 
1874, but none the less Jetr, J., held that a payment which 
distinctly precluded any admission of a balance remaining due 
was ineffectual. Hence the plaintiff's action was barred. 





Tue cases (of which Hardaker v. Idle District Council (1896, 
1 Q. B. 335) is a good example) as to the liability of an 
employer for injuries caused by the negligence of his contractor 
were again reviewed by the Court of Appeal last week in 
Maxwell v. British Thomson Houston Co. The principle, stated 
shortly, is that if_the contractor fails to do what it is the duty 
of the employers to d0, and injury to the plaintiff results, the 
employers are liable; but they are not liable for such negligence 
of the contractor as is casual or collatéral merely. Thus both 
in Reedie v. London and North-Western Railway Co. (4 Ex, 244) 
and in Hole v. Sittingbourne and Sheerness Railway Co. (6 H. & N. 
488) the duty of the defendants to build a proper bridge was 
delegated to contractors; in the former case a servant of the 
contractors let a stone fall on and injure the plaintiff, and the 
defendants were held not liable; in the latter case the 
defendants were held liable, because the plaintiff received an 
injury arising from the improper construction of the bridge. 

here the work is being done on a highway, the case is ina 
special category, for the work cannot be done without special 
precautions for the protection of passengers. n such. 
case negligence of the contractors which might otherwise | 


be considered casual or collaterat ‘is ~ often considered to 


In such a | 


/ 











242 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Feb. 8, 1902. 








be a default in the performance of the employers’ duty 
so as to render them liable: see Penny v. Wimbledon Urban 
District Council (1899, 2 Q. B. 72); Holliday v. National Tele- 
phone Co, (ib. 392). In the present case the defendants were 
employed by a municipal corporation to convert their system of 
horse tramways into a system of electric tramways worked by 
overhead wires. They employed a firm of sub-contractors to 
erect the iron standards along the streets with arms to support 
the wires. The sub-contractors’ workmen used a high platform 
on wheels to enable them to attach the wires to the arms, and 
they left this platform so situated that certain iron rails connected 
with it hung over the tramways. The plaintiff while travelling 
on a tramcar was injured by one of these rails. The case was 
certainly on the border line, and it is probable that if the work 
had not been performed upon a highway (thus rendering special 
recautions necessary), the negligence might properly have been 
held to be casual or collateral ; but under the circumstances the 
failure to protect passengers was considered to be a default in 
performance of the duty cast upon the defertdants, and the Court 
of Appeal, affirming Kznnezpy, J., held the defendants liable. 





Tue pxEcision of Daruine and CHAnne.t, JJ., in West Ham 
Union v. London County Council (1901, 1 Q. B. 720) was affirmed 
last week by the Court of Appeal (reported elsewhere). The 
question decided is of considerable interest; it related to 
the effect on the settlement of a pauper of one of those 
alterations of parishes which have been very frequent of 
recent years owing to the operation of the Divided Parishes 
Acts, the Local Government Acts, and other statutes. In 
the present case the pauper had, before 1886, acquired a 
settlement in the parish of West Ham; in that year the 
Local Government Board made an order (under the Divided 
Parishes Act, 1876, as amended by the Poor Law Act, 1879) by 
which a portion of the adjoining parish of Wanstead was 
separated from that parish and added to and amalgamated with the 
parish of West Ham. The pauper subsequenty left West Ham, 
but did not acquire a settlement elsewhere, and was found asa 
pauper lunatic within the County of London. The question 
was whether the effect of the addition to West Ham of a por- 
tion of Wanstead was to destroy the settlement acquired in the 
original parish of West Ham. It was decided in 1842 (Leg. v. 
Tipton, 3 Q. B. 215) that a birth settlement is a settlement gained 
ina parish and not in any particular part of a parish; conse- 
quently where, as in that case, the parish is divided into two or 
more parishes and thus loses its existence as one entire 
parish, the settlement is destroyed ; there is no new settlement in 
either of the new parishes formed by the division. This decision 
was followed, with some reluctance, by the Court of Appeal in 
Dorking Union v. St. Saviour’s Union (1898, 1 Q. B. 594), a case 
where the parish in which the birth settlement had been 
acquired was divided by the operation of the Local Government 
Act, 1894. But to apply these decisions to a parish which has 
been enlarged by the addition to it of a part (or the whole) of 
another parish is to proceed on a false analogy. The enlarged 
parish has not lost its identity or separate existence. The only 
practical objection to treating the pauper’s settlement as 
remaining unaltered is that a part of the liability to maintain 
him is thus cast upon the added portion, which was not part of 
the parish at the time the settlement was acquired. But this 
liability is inconsiderable and affords no sufficient reason for 
treating the settlement as destroyed. This view was adopted by 
the Divisional Court in the West Ham case,and has been con- 
firmed by the Court of Appeal; and if older authority is wanted 
it is to be found in 2g. v. St. Martin, New Sarum (9 Q. B, 241), 
in which a similar decision was arrived at where the entirety of 
another parish had been added to the parish of settlement. 
These decisions, however, point to the desirability of inserting 
proper provisions as to the continuance, or transfer, of paupers’ 
settlement in al] orders or Acts of Parliament by which a parish 
is altered, whether by division or by the addition of the whole 
or part of another parish. 


Suovip tux law courts, in considering a defence of con- 
tributory negligence, treat children of tender years as if they 
were grown-up persons? In 4 recent case in Scotland 





(Horsburgh v. Sheach, Ot. of Sess. Oas., 5th series, vol. 3, p. 258) 
the plaintiff brought an action on account of the death by 
accident of his son, a child seven years old. The defendant 
had contracted to executs certain works in a street in Dundee, 
and in the execution of his contract had to make use of 
quantities of sand and coping-stone. Cunningham-street, 
where the accident occurred, was bounded on one side by a mill 

nd, between which and the road was a wall eight feet in 

eight. The defendant placed a heap of coping-stone, sand, 
and gravel close to this wall, and at the date of the accident this 
heap had accumulated to such an extent that its top was within 
thirty inches of the top of the wall. The plaintiff’s child, while 
playing with other children on the top of the heap, fell 
over the wall and rolled into the pond itself, where it 
was drowned. For the plaintiff it was contended that the 
wall was constructed for the purpose of protecting persons using 
the street against the dangers of an unfenced road, and that the 
defendant in piling up the heap did away with the effect of the 
wall and rendered the pond an open source of danger to the 
public; and that, although it was known that children were iu 
the habit of playing on the top of the heap, the defendant took 
no steps, by erecting a fence as a protection between it and the 
pond, to secure these children from danger. The court (the 
Lord Justice Clerk, Lord Youne, Lord Trayner, and Lord 
Moncrizrr) dismissed the action, saying that the defendant was 
not bound to contemplate that anyone would climb on to the 
top of the pile ; that if the accident had happened toa grown-up 
person, or a child of ten years old, the case would not admit ofa 
shadow of doubt. Few persons will question the soundness of 
this decision, though it is not easy to extract a definite rule from 
the number of cases in the reports concerning the liability for 
accidents to children. Many of these cases relate to accidents 
from driving in the streets. There is natural regret when 
young children at play are maimed or crippled, and there is 
often a strong disposition to throw the blame of what has 
happened to them on the drivers of vehicles, who are accused 
of reckless cruelty. 





Bur THERE ARE, of course, two sides to the question. The 
difficulty of conducting traffic through the crowded streets of 
a town is enormously increased by the presence of young 
children, who hurry across the road when they are least 
expected, and look at every object except the carriage which is 
—"* them. In a case decided nearly forty years ago 
(Abbott v. Macfie, 2 H. & C. 744), where a child jumping on 
the defendant’s shutter which he had placed against a wall in 
the street was injured, the Court of Exchequer said that the fact 
of the plaintiff being of tender years made no difference, for his 
touching the shutter was for no lawful purpose ; and an American 
judge, in a case decided some years afterwards, said that it ill 

ecame the father, who had placed his child amid scenes of 
danger, to allege that it was of such tender years or feeble mind 
as to be unable to understand the danger or to avoid it. But 
these opinions seem, with the lapse of time, to have been 
modified. A workman, living in a large town, and engaged in 
his employment at a distance from his home, wat not be 
expected to prevent his young children from playing in the 
street, and the mother might at the same time S disabled by 
illness. It was felt that the existence of children in crowded 
thoroughfares must be recognized, and that in certain circum- 
stances they were entitled to special care and consideration. 
Anyone who drove sharply down a lane which he know was used 
by young children as a playground would have less excuse than 
one who drove ry towards a group of roughs blocking up 
the road, knowing that this was the only means of making them 
give way. In America, where young children throng the 
streets, and accidents from passing carriages are numerous, it 
has become the practice to leave the question of negligence to 
the jury, even where there could be no doubt that a grown-up 
person would have escaped injury. In England some of such 
cases would no doubt be removed from the consideration of the 
jury, on the ground that there was no affirmative evidence that 
the defendant had not used reasonable skill and care. The 

ture has of late done something for the protection of 
children, and we may hope that it may some day provide for 
their safety on the public highways. 
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THE METROPOLIS WATER BILL. 


Tux main object of the Bill lately introduced into the House of 
Commons by the President of the Local Government Board is 
to transfer to a representative “ Water Board ” the undertakings 
of the nine companies which at present manage the supply of 
water within London and certain adjoining districts. In its 
present form it consists of forty clauses and five schedules: it 
deals with a subject of vital interest to Londoners, and must be 
regarded as a measure of the first importance. 

Constitution of the Water Board.—The limite of supply of 
the existing companies extend beyond the County of London to 
certain parts of ex, Kent, Middlesex, Surrey, and Hertford- 
shire. To have entrusted the management of the water supply 
of this area to a purely metropolitan authority, such as the 
London County Oouncil or a standing joint committee of the 
London borough councils, would no doubt have been considered 
unjust to those outside areas. On the other hand, to have 
created an entirely new body composed of representatives elected 
ad hoc by the electors of the entire area affected would have 
been open to serious objection: local elections are already too 
numerous ; the statistics of the persons who actually exercise their 
voting powers at these elections (particularly in London) do not 
encourage the imposition upon them of the duty to go to the 
poll to elect members of another authority in addition to the 
members of county, borough, district, and parish councils, boards 
of guardians, and echool boards who already claim their 
suffrages. The expedient adopted in the Bill is that of indirect 
representation, and bears a distinct resemblance to the system 
established by the Metropolis Management Acts for the election 
of the Metropolitan Board of Works and the district boards (all 
now defunct). The members of the Water Board are to be 
chosen in London by the county and borough councils and the 
common council of the city, and in the outside counties by the 
councils of those counties and of certain boroughs and urban 
districts within the limits of supply, with the addition of two 
members elected by the conservators of the Thames and the Lea 
respectively. The board is to consist of sixty-seven members, 
with the addition of a paid chairman and vice-chairman ; about 
two-thirds of the total body will be London representatives, 
the remaining third being distributed among the outside 
counties—seven members coming from Essex, five from 
Middlesex, three each from Kent and Surrey, and one only 
from Hertfordshire. 

Sixty-nine seems a somewhat unwieldy number for the board ; 
the object, no doubt, is to give some representation to all the 
local authorities interested. A simpler arrangement would have 
been to treat the council of a county as in cases representa- 
tive of that county; this would have kept down the numbers to 
a more workmanlike total, and would have obviated the neces- 
sity for grouping several urban district councils (in one case as 
many as eight) for the purpose of electing a single member. 
This is an awkward arrangement, and it can hardly be thought 
that any one of these councils will set great store upon owning 
one-eighth undivided share of a member of the . 

The Water Board is, of course, to be a body corporate, with 
the usual powers of holding and dealing with land ; it is to be 
brought into existence as soon as possible after the passing of 
the Act, the Local Government Board being empowered to take 
the necessary steps for this purpose. 

Transfer of Undertakings of Existing Companies.—The under- 
re of the existing water companies are to vest in the Water 
Board as from the appointed day—viz., the lst of January, 1903, 
unless the Local Government Board postpones that date to a 
later day in that year. The purchase-money is to be paid in 
‘metropolitan water stock,” and the amount of stock to be 
issued to each oy is to be determined, in default of 
ment, by the ‘‘ court of arbitration ” established by the Act, This 
stock is to be distributed by the company in a manner as yet 
left undetermined by the Bill, but presumably amongst the 
shareholders of the company; mortgagees and other persons 
holding securities upon the undertaking or income of a compan 
are to have the like security upon the funds of the Water Board, 


roperty, real or personal, with an exception in favour of the 
New River Co. of pro not directly used for or connected 
with their water supply. Each company (other than the New 
River Oo.) is to be dissolved by virtue of the Act as soon as it 
has distributed the water s issued as the consideration for 
the transfer of its undertaking. Details as to the dissolution 
remain to be filled into the Bill, and it would seem that the 
future position of the New River Oo. requires further definition. 
Irredeemable debenture stock of a water company is to be 
redeemed by the Water Board (within two years from the 
appointed day) by the issue to holders of water stock of such an 
amount as will produce an income equal to that produced by 
the stock so redeemed. 

Finance of the Water Board—A “ water fund” is to be 
established, and the receipts of the board are to be carried to 
that fund and their payments madethereout. As the board succeed 
to all the powers of each water company under the Acts, 
charters, or orders under which such company carries on its 
undertaking, it may be assumed that the board will receive the 
combined income of all the existing companies, subject, of course, 
to any revision of water rates and to the ordinary fluctuations 
of the income of a water company (due to such causes 
as changes in the character of the property on which those rates 
are charged). But to meet any deficiency in income, the board 
is empowered to issue precepts to the several rating authorities 
of the areas within the limits of supply, and the sums required 
by the precepts are to be raised as part of the local rates in 
each case. 

The Water Board is to borrow by the issue of water stock 
bearing interest at 3 per cent. and charged on the water fund 
and revenues of the board. Having regard to the rating powers 
of the board above referred to, the security for any moneys 80 
charged will beveryample, and it is not surprising that water stock 
is declared to be a trusteeinvestment. The Bill contains provisions 
for the discharge within eighty years of the debts of the water 
companies taken over by the board and of the water stock 
issued as the consideration for the transfer. 

Court of Arbitration—For the purpose of determining the 
price to be paid to the companies for the transfer of their 
undertakings and for certain other purposes of the Act as to 
which differences may arise the Bill proposes to establish 
a court of arbitration, consisting of three commissioners with 
power to employ subordinates. The commissioners named in 
the Act are Sir mane Fry, Sir Hvuen Owen, G.C.B., and Sir 
Joun Woxre Barry, K.C.B., a tribunal which will command 
the confidence of those who have os <apenene of its members 
in their several spheres of public li e law courts, the Local 
Government Board, and the engineering world. Provision is 
made for filling vacancies in the commissioners, and full powers 
are given to them to settle all matters referred to them, includ- 
ing questions “in their judgment incidental thereto or conse- 
quential thereon,” Their award is to be enforceable as the 
order of a judge of the High Court, and can only be questioned 
upon a case stated (on a question of law arising in the arbitra- 
tion) for the opinion of the Court of Appeal. The latter court 
has power to direct a case to be stated. The commissioners 
are, however, bound by a provision that in determining the 
price of the transfer they are to make no allowance in respect of 
compulsory sale or in respect of any enhancement or deprec'ation 
of the value of stock or shares caused by the passing or the 
anticipation of the passing of the Act. e necessary salaries 
and expenses of the court and the costs of the water 
companies appearing before it are to be paid by the Water 


The provisions relating to the court of arbitration appear 
to be clear and well drafted ; in fact, the whole Bill compares 
favourably with most modern legi in these respects. 

Miscellancous—The Bill contains many provisions whi 


would be out of place to deal with in the limits of a si 
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alteration of the limits of supply are also provided for. 
The application to the Water Board of the provisions of the 
different water companies’ Acts “mutatis mutandis” is & some- 
what sweeping provision, and may give rise to difficulties; but 
the I.ocal Government Board has power to ‘‘ adapt” those 
provisions so as to make them conform with the new Act. 

There are, of course, numerous transitory provisions as to the 
carrying on of the business of the water companies until they 
are taken over, as to existing bye-laws, existing officers, con- 
tracts, and the like; there is a code of procedure for the election 
of the members of the Water Board and the conduct of its 
business, and a wide power to the Local Government Board 
to remove any difficulty which may arise as to the proper 
constitution of the Water Board in the first instance. 





TRUSTEES AND THE STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS. 
iII. 


In referring to the words of section 8 of the Trustee Act, 1888, 
which except from its operation cases of fraud or fraudulent 
breach of trust to which the trustee is a party, we have noticed 
(ante, p. 211) the decision in Thorne vy. Heard (44 W. R. 155; 
1895, A. C. 495), under which mortgagees, who should have 
held surplus proceeds of sale in trust for the second mortgagee, 
were not affected by the fraud of their agent who mis- 
appropriated the surplus. It should be remembered, however, 
that the ratio decidendi in that case only applies where the 
principal derives no benefit from the fraud of the agent, and in 
partnership cases, where misappropriated money has gone into 
the partnership account, innocent partners are still precluded 
from setting up the statute unless six years have run from the 
discovery of the fraud. In Blair v. Bromley (5 Hare 542, 
2 Phil. 554) A. and B. were in partnership as solicitors. 
In 1829 A. received from ©. a sum of £4,500 for 
investment on a specific mortgage then in contemplation, 
and the amount was paid into the firm’s account. The mort- 
gage negotiations were broken off and the money was never 
invested, but A. concealed the fact from ©., and rendered 
accounts from time to time in which the money was treated as 
being invested on the specific mortgage. In 1834 the partner- 
ship was dissolved. A. continued to pay interest until 1844, 
when he became bankrupt, and thereupon C. filed a bill for an 
account against B., the innocent partner. It was held that 
against this claim the Statute of Limitations was no defence, 
inasmuch as time did not commence to run until the discovery 
of the fraud. 
It is arguable that a person in the position of B. is not a 
wad to any fraud within the meaning of section 8 of the 
tee Act, 1888, and that therefore, under similar circum- 
stances, he would now be entitled to plead the statute by 
virtue of the express provision of the section. But this 


beneficiary shall be an interest in possession.” The effect of thig 
provision is that, in the ordinary case of trust funds being 
settled on trust for a tenant for life and then for persons in 
remainder, the statute will run in favour of the trustee from the 
date of the breach of trust as against the tenant for life, 
notwithstanding that such tenant may be a married woman 
restrained from anticipation, but as against the remaindermen 
only from the date when they become entitled in possession, 
Hence in an action against trustees by tenant for life and 
remaindermen to have a breach of trust made good, if the 
tenant for life is barred, but the remaindermen are not, 
the latter only can profit by the action, and this is 
effected by ordering the lost trust funds to be replaced, 
but allowing the trustees to receive the income durin 
the life of the tenant for life. The first aan 
case in which an order to this effect was made seems 
to be Want v. Campain (9 T. L. R. 254), There a trustee 
had in 1877 advanced £400 on second mortgage of land. The 
interest was paid till 1891, when, owing to agricultural depres- 
| sion, it ceased. An action by the tenant for life and remainder- 
| men was brought in 1892 against the personal representative of 
the trustee. Waricnr, J., held that, in the absence of proof 
| that the second mortgage was a proper investment, it must be 
‘taken to be a breach of trust, and that the money must be 
replaced in favour of the remaindermen, though not of the 
tenant for life. Her receipt of interest till 1891 did not prevent 
the running of the statute against her as from 1877. Hence 
the fund was ordered to be paid into court, the income to go to 
the trustee’s representative until the death of the tenant for 
life. 

Of course as to so much of the fund as has not been lost the 
tenant for life is entitled to receive the income unless it is 
impounded under section 45 of the Trustee Act, 1893 (replacing 
section 6 of the Act of 1888), on the ground that the breach of 
truet was made ‘‘at the instigation or request, or with the 
consent in writing” of the tenant for life. ‘This p»int, as well 
as the operation of the statute generally as between trustees 
and beneficiaries, was brought out in Re Somerset (42 W. R. 
145; 1894, 1 Ch. 231). There the trustees had in August, 
1878, committed a breach of trust by investing trust money to 
the extent of £34,612 upon mortgage of land of insufficient 
value. This was done with the consent in writing of 
the tenant for life. Down to August, 1890, the interest 
was paid by the mortgagor direct to the tenant for life, 
but the interest due in February, 1891, was not paid, 
and the tenant for life and his infant children then 
brought an action against the trustees alleging the insufficiency 
of the security and claiming to have the £34,612 made good. 
It was found by Kexewrcu, J., that the maximum amount for 
| which the mortgage would have been good security was £26,000, 
| and hence the trustees were liable in favour of the infant rc- 
| maindermen to make good the surplus of the amount advanced 





| 














contention was considered and rejected by Sriatine, J., in Moore | over £26,000, or over the amount actually realized from the 
v. Knight (39 W. R. 312; 1891, 1 Ch. 547), where also money | mortgaged property, should it exceed £26,000. But the interest 
had been deposited with solicitors for investment, and had | on the sum so replaced by the trustees was to be received by 
gone into the partnership account. The learned judge pointed | them during the life of the tenant for life. Tho statute, it was 
out that the principle of Blzir v. Bromley was based on partner- held, ran against him from the date when the breach of trust was 
ship, not on trust, and he held that it was unaffected by the committed by taking the improper security—that is,in 1878—and 
provisions of the Trustee Act, 1888. The point was also hencehe was barred before thecommencement of the action. ‘‘The 
considered in the Court of Appeal in Thorne v. Heard (42 W. R. cause of action,” said A. L. Sarrn, L.J., “was complete in 1878, 
274; 1894, 1 Ch. 599), and both Blair vy. Bromley and Moore v.| when the defendants committed the breach of trust,and conse- 
Knight were explained upon the grounds that the mis- quently unless the plaintiff, Mr. Vere Somerset, can make out 
representations which enabled the fraud to be concealed were some acknowledgment so as to take the case out of the statute, 
the misrepresentations of the firm, and that the firm had had | it will apply.” 
the benefit of the money, although some of the partners were An attempt was made to shew that the receipt of interest by 
innocent of the misappropriation. A partner, therefore, is not | the tenant for life was equivalent to an acknowledgment for the 
only liable for the fraud of his co-partner, but so long as the purpose of taking the case out of the statute. But while it was 
fraud is concealed he can claim no benefit from the statute. , admitted that the payment of interest by the mortgagur to the 
: 4. The operation of the statute against tenants for life and rever- | tenant for life was in law a payment by the mortzagor to the 
sioners.—Clause b) of section 8, after enacting that a trus:ee | trustees and by them to the tenant for life, yet this latter 
shall be at liberty to plead the statute in the same manner as in| payment was not a payment in respect of a debt admitted to be due 
an action of debt for money had and received, continues “but from which a promise to pay the debt would be implied. ‘“ We 
so nevertheless that the statute shall run against a married must not,” said Lixpiey, L.J., “first of all treat the trustees 
woman entitled in possession for her separate use, whether | as debtors of a sum which they do not admit they owe, and then 
with or without a restraint on anticipation, but shall not begia | treat the payment of interest as an acknowledgment that the 
to run against any beneficiary unless and until the interest of such | owe that sum and are liable to make it good,” But whi 
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the action was barred as regards the tenant for life, so that he 
could not profit by the sum recovered in favour of the remainder- 
men, it was held that he had not consented in writing to the 
investment with full knowledge of the circumstances which made 
it improper, so as to entitle the trustees to have bis life interest 
in the entire fund impounded. On this point the Court of Appeal 
reversed the decision of Kexrewicu, J. In the result the tenant 
for life received the income from the trust fund which had not 
been lost, but obtained no personal benefit from what the trustee 
had to make good. A decision of the Irish Court of Appeal 
on the same lines will be found in Collings v. Wade (1896, 
1 Ir. R. 340). 

Reference should also be made to the case of Mara v. Browne 
(1895, 2 Ch. 69), which affords a curious instance of the partial 
operation of the concluding provision of clause (}) of section 8 
of the Trustee Act, 1888. That clause, as we bave seen, enacts 
that the statute is to run in favour of trusteesin the same 
manner as an action for money had and received, and 
consequently the particular statute applicable is the 
Limitation Act, 1623, which, however, S no saving in 
respect of future interests. To remedy this the proviso 
was inserted that the statute should not run against any 
beneficiary until his interest was an interest in possession. 
But the draftsman does not appear to have foreseen—as he well 
might have done with section 20 of the Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833, to guide him— that there might be successive interests 
limit d to or existing in the same person, and that in this case 
the statute, while running against an interest in possession, 
ought to run against the interest in reversion as well. in Mara 
v. Brown, by a marriage settlement made in 1875, money of the 
wife was vested in trustees upon trust to pay the income 
to her during the joint lives of herself and her husband, 
and on her death to the husband surviving for his 
life, with remainder to children; but no life estate was 
expressly limited to the wife in the event of her surviving 
her husband. Breaches of trust were committed in or 
before April, 1884; the husband died in 1885; and an action 
was brought by the wife and her infant children in November, 
1890. It was held that the wife took by resulting trust an 
estate for life in remainder after that limited to her during the 
joint lives of her husband and herself, but that as against this 
resulting estate the statute did not begin to run until it fell into 
possession in 1885, Consequently her action was not barred. 

In conclusion, as summing up the effect of section 8, it 
may be useful to quote a passage from the judgment of 
Linpiey, L.J., in How v. Earl Winterton (45 W. R, 103; 1896, 
2Ch., p. 640): ‘Section 8 is cumbrously worded, and it is 
difficult to grasp the idea which underlies it; but the short 
effect of section 8 appears to me to be that, except in three 
specified cases (namely, fraud, retention by a trustee of trust 
money when an action is commenced against him, and converslon 
of trust money to his own use), a trustee who has committed a 
breach of trust is entitled to the protection of the several 
Statutes of Limitation as if actions and suits for breach of trust 
were enumerated in them.” 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


GUARDIANS OF THE POOR OF WEST HAM UNION v. LONDON 
COUNTY COUNCIL. No.1. 30th Jan. 


Poor Law—SerrLeEMeNt—AMALGAMATION oF Part or ong PARISH WITH 
AnotHer—Divivep ParisHes aNpD Poor Law Amenpment Act, 1876 
(39 & 40 Vicr. c. 61)—Poor Law Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vicr. c. 54). 


Appeal from the judgment of the Divisional Court (Darling and 
Ohannell, JJ.), upon a case stated by the court of quarter sessions of 
the County of London on an appeal from an order of justices of the 
County of London, whereby it was adjud that the place of the last 
legal settlement of Elizabeth Heritage, a lunatic pauper, who was then 
confined in the Olaybury Lunatic Asylum at Woodford, which belonged 
to the London County Council, was in the parish of West Ham, in the 
West Ham Union, and ordered that the Guardians of West Ham should 
pay the London County Council for maintenance. The case is 
reported in 49 W. R. 443; 1901, 1 K. B. 720. The er was bora in 
the parish of West Ham on the 11th of Febrnary, 1852, and resided there 
for about seventeen years, ending August, 1488, in such circumstances in 
each of such years as to render her irremovable from the parish. By 
an order of tne Local Government Board, dated the 24th of August, 

1886, and made as an order under the Divided Parishes and Poor Law 
Amendment Act, 1876, as amended and extended by the Poor Law Act, 
1879, it was ordered that a certain part of the ome of Wanstead should 
cease to be part of that parish and should be with the parish of 
West Ham. The address at which the pauper resided was situate ia the 
parish of West Ham as constituted previously to the date of the order, 
and not in any part of the parish of Wanstead. She left the parish of 
West Ham in August, 1888, and did not thereafter acquirea settlement in 
any other . Subsequently she was d in the hamlet of 
Ratcliff, in the Stepney Union, and was sent therefrom to the Claybury 
Lunatic Asylum. Un the 14th of February, 1900, an order was made 
under section 290 of the Lunacy Act, 1890, by two justices of the County 
of London, whereby the pauper was adjudged to be to the 
County of London. On the 15th of May, 1900, the London County Oounci 
procured from two justices of the County of London an order whereby 
amongst other things the ea lunatic was adjudged to be settled in the 
aes West Ham, in the West Ham Union. Un the above facts the 
mdon quarter sessions allowed the appeal, being of 

decision in the case of Dorking Union v, St. Saviour’s Union (46 W. BR. 308 

1898, 1Q B. 594) governed this case, and that it to 

parish which is divided, but also to a 
parish is amalgamated. The Di Cou 

quarter sessions, holding that the parish of Weet Ham had not been 
destroyed by the amalgamation, and that the settlements acquired therein 
were not affected. Tae Guardians of West Ham appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Cottins, M.R., and Romer and Maruew, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

Corts, M.R., said that this case raised the question whether the 
pauper as lost a settlement bad the parish eae = by reason ps 
the amalgamation of part of ano parish with y an order o' 
the Local Government Board made under the Divided Parishes and Poor 
Law Amendment Act, 1876, The question was whether the effect of 
addition to the parish of West Ham destroyed the parish. A long line of 
cases from Reg. v. Tipton (3 Q. B. 215) down to Dorking Union v. St. 
Saviour’s Union - by ; — 1 > B. ‘an ng 8 yg 

rish was di to a num of new was 

estroyed, and inasmuch as the entity in which the pauper had acquired 
a settlement had ceased to exist, the settlement iteelf had also ceased 
to exist and was gone, The judges who decided did 
quite approve of the principle upon w. had 
decided, but they said that the cases had stood for so long that they 
not be overrul It was said that the of 
covered the present case. In his opinion it not. 
of the parish of West Ham was not destroyed in any way. 
All that pappened was that the 
from the parish of Wanstead. 

tion was affected did not seem to have the same effect as 

a h ito a number of new parishes. The case of Rey. v. St. Mf 
New Sarum (9 Q. B. wy Puy in was 
union of two to one 


Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Matters. Fifth Edition. By- the | virtue of an Act of Parliament or from natural causes, did not destroy 
Authors and H. Greson Rivineron, B.A. (Oxon.). The “ Law | the identity of the parish. The judgment was therefore right. 
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Re PITT-RIVERS. SCOTT v. PITT-RIVERS. No. 2. 29th Jan, 
Witr—Oonstavction—Secret Trust. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported 49 W. R. 
425; 1901, 1 Ch. 352). The question in dispute arose under the will and 
codicils of the late General Augustus Henry Lane Fox Pitt-Rivers, D.O.L., 
F.R.8. Itrelated to the disposal of the testator’s museum at Farnham, 
Dorset, and his picturesque Larmer grounds in the counties of Wilts and 
Dorset. The testator laid out the Larmer grounds, and built the museum, 
and during his life permitted the public to have access to the Larmer 
grounds andthe museum; but he always strongly insisted on his own 
paramount right to the museum and grounds, and on certain days closed 
them, so as to prevent the public from acquiring any rights. By a codicil 
to his will, dated the 20th of November, 1899, the testator bequeathed the 
museum, together with its contents, and the objects of curiosity in his house 
at Rushmore, which were intended to be placed in the museum, and also 
the Larmer grounds, to his eldest son, Alexander Edward Lane Fox Pitt- 
Rivers, and his heirs male. The testator gave an annuity of £300 a year, 
chserged on his estates, for the purpose of maintaining and keeping the museum 
and Laermer grounds in a good state of preservation, and he appointed Sir 
John Lubbock (Lord Avebury) and Mr. Charles Hercules Read, of the British 
Museum, truetees for the purpose of the museum a only. Some 
time after the execution of this codicil the testator a conversation with 
his son with reference to the disposition of the museum and Uarmer 
grounds, in the course of which he expressed a hope that the son would 
continue to keep up the property for the entertainment of the public as 
theretofore, but ro that the public sLould not acquire any rights therein ; 
and the son assented to this. On the 4th of May, 1900, the testator died ; 
and the will was proved by the plaintiff, Mr. William Charles Scott. 
This was an originating summons to determine the question 
whe her Mr. Alexander Fox Pitt-Rivers took a beneficial interest in 
the museum and grounds, or whether there was a secret trust for the 
benefit of the public. It was contended on behalf of Mr. Pitt-Rivers 
that a secret trust of the property for the public was inconsistent with the 
testator’s conduct in his lifetime in carefully preventing the public from 
acquiring any rights. Kekewich, J., came to the conclusion upon the 
evidence that a secret trust was imposed upon the son to maintain the 
museum and the Larmer grounds and allow the public access thereto as 
theretofore, but so that the public should acquire no rights therein ; and 
in these circum: tances he held that the intention not to give the public any 

ights was tubordinate to the intention that the property should be main- 
ed for the benefit of the public as theretofore and must give way to it, 
and coprequently that this was a charitable trust enforceable by the 
Attorney-General on behalf of the public. His lordship aleo decided that 
the trustees, Lord Avebury and Mr. Read, appointed by the codicil, took 
no estate or interest in anything, and had no duties to perform by virtue 
of the codicil. From this decision Mr. Alexander Fox Pitt-Rivers 
a led. 
HE Covrat (Vavenan Wiis, Srieiixc, and Oozens-Harpy, 
L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Vavouay Wiiiiams, L.J.—In this case there is no suggestion that any 
trust is created by the codicil of the 20th of November, The suggestion is 
that there has been a definite promise made by the son to the testator in 
consideration of which the testator made the c.dicil, or at all events 
refrained from revoking it, and that this promise ought to be enforced 
against the eon. In order to constitute a promise binding upon the 
person who takes a benefit under the will it is neceesary that the trust 
should be communicated to the donee and that he should accept it. We 
have therefore to see here whether there is such a promise. I am not 

to enter into the que-tion how definite a promise must be to 

luce the court to enforce it as a trust. I will deal with it as 

if it were a mere question between A. and B. whether a promise 
was actually entered into. In my judgment no such promise has 
been established here as can be enforced as a trust against the 
son. On the evidence it does not seem to me possible to come to the 
conclusion that there was any expres; promise in words. All that can be 
properly inferred from the evidence is that the son said that he would 
contiaue to use this property for the enjoyment of the public in the same 
way as his father done. I will treat these words as being ambigaous. 
They might mean that he would continue as owner of the property of his 
own free will, and voluntarily to entertain the public and allow the public 
to use tris pro as his father had done as a matter of grace. If they 
meant tuat [ not suppose that anyone would say that there was any 
promise of such a kind us to create a trust. Or they might mean that 
he sould, apart from his own wishes and as part of the wishes of the 
testator, treat this property as trust property dedicated to the use of 
the public. Assuming that this conversation msy mean either of 
these two things, I think the evidence is much in favour of the 
foster interpretation. Then it is said that this conversation must be 
examined by the light of the corresp mdence between the testator and his 
tolicitors, which was read to the son ; and it is said that the correspondence 
shews an intention on the part of the testator not to be satisfied with any- 
thing whch should depend upon hope or goodwill, but to place the 
property in such a position that the son would be compelled by law to 
late the property for public purposes. But here again, even if one 

to the son that he did carry this correspondence in his mind 
conversation, I should not come to the conclusion that he made 

¢ to his father which could be enforced as a trust. Ido not draw 

a oan ae or I bo wy Range the testator 

extremely anxious is property should remain the property of the 

r of Larmer, and that anything that was done with this a opetty chew 
done by the owner of Larmer voluatarily—that is, of his own free will, 


inconsistent with the trust which we are now asked to say exists. If the 
son upon 
father's will and had said that he did approve of it, I cannot conceive that 
by saying so he made a promise creating a trust the result of which 
would be to prevent him, as owner of mer, from keeping up the 
museum of his own free will. The only promise which I can find is much 
more consistent with the absence of a trust than with its presence. 
Srmu¢ and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect. —Counsst, Haldane, K.C., P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Cann; 
Sir R. Finlay, A.G., and R. J. Parker; Warrington, K.0., and Stokes ; 
Renshaw, K.O., aud F. L. Wright ; Sheldon. Soxticrrors, Kennedy, Hughes, § 
Ponsonby ; Solicitor to the Treasury ; C. R. Woolley ; Tathams § Pym. 
(Reported by J. L Sriniinc, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


KEATINGE v, PARINGA CONSOLIDATED MINES (LIM.). EDGCOMBE 
v. PARINGA CONSOLIDATED MINES (LIM.). Kekewich, J. 24th Jan. 


Company—Suares—Issve or SHanes aT A Discount—Oommission— 
Companies Act, 1900 (63 & 64 Vicr. c. 98), s. 8. 


Motion for an injunction by the p'aintiff in both motions on behalf of 
himself and all other shareholders ot the company, except the directors, to 
restrain them from issuing or attempting to issue any shares of the com- 
pany on the terms of paying the subscribers a commission of 90 per cent. 
or any other unreasonable commission, or otherwise issuing any ot the said 
shares at a discount. The company was registered on the 22nd of July, 
1898, with a nominal capital of £500,000 divided into 1,000,000 shares 
of 10s, each; 752,000 of these shares had been issued. The directors now 
proposed to issue the remaining shares, 120,000 on the terms of issuing 
the shares at par, but paying a commission of 70 per cent. to the applicants, 
To enable these arrangements to be carried out an extraordinary meeting 
of the company was convened. and held on the 23rd of December, 1901, 
when the following resolution was proposed: ** That the articles of associa- 
tion of the company be altered in manner following—that it to say: The 
following article sha!l be inserted after article 5, and shall be numbered 
5a. Article 54.—That upon any offer of shares to the public for subscrip- 
tion 1t shall be lawful for the company to pay a commission to any person 
in consideration of his subscribing or eing to subscribe, whether 
absolutely or conditionally, for any shares in the company, or procuring 
or agreeing to procure subscriptions, whether absolute or conditional, for 
any shares in the company, but such commiesion shall not exceed the 
amount or rate of 90 per cent., and such commission may be satisfied in 
cash or shares or partly in cash and partly in shares, or by the issuing or 
agreeing to issue shares at par to a nominal amount of the shares so sub- 
scribed or agreed to be subscribed, whether or not such issue shall 
be made at any future time at the call or option of the person or 
persons so subscribing or agreeing to subscribe as aforesaid.’’ At 
the meeting the chairman, when moving the above resolution, said: 
‘* It is proposed to enable us to issue the whole of the 248,000 shares, but we 
prop2se to limit that issue at the moment to 120,000 at a price which will 
be equivalent to 3s. per share, a little more than the market price to-day 
—that is to say, the shares will be issued at par and a bonus returned to 
each applicant of 70 per cent. of the par value, leaving, as I said, a net 
value of 3s. per share. It is further proposed to guarantee half of this 
iseue, and this will insure to us £9,000 anda net sum, after paying the 
commission of 10 per cent. on that issue, of £8,100.”’ This resolution was 
passed and duly confirmed at another meeting held on the 9th of January, 
1902. The plaintiffs in the two actions moved to restrain the directors 
from issuing shares in a way which practically amounted to issuing them at 
a discount. On behalf of the directors it was urged that they were 
authorized to pay this commission under section 8 of the Companies Act, 
1900. Section is asfollows: ‘‘(1) Upon any offer of shares to 


the public for subscription it shall be lawful for a company to pay 


a commission to any person in consideration of his subscribing or 
ag to subscribe, whether absolutely or conditionally, for any 
shares the company, or procuring or agreeing to procure subscrip- 
tions, whether absolute or conditional, for any shares in the company, if 
the payment of the commission and the amount or rate per cent. of the 
commission paid or agreed to be oo are respectively authorized by the 
articles of association and disclosed in the prospectus, and the commission 
sid or agreed to be paid does not exceed the amount or rate so authorized. 
2) Save as aforesaid, no company shall apply any of its shares or capital 
money either directiy or indirectly in payment of any commission, 
di-count, or allowance to any person in consideration of his subscribing or 
agr eing to subscribe, whether absolutely or conditionally, for any shares 
of the company, or procuring or agreeing to procure subscriptions, 
whether absolute or conditional, for any shares in the company, whetner 
the shares or money be so applied by being added to the purchase-money 
of any property acquired by company or to the contract price of any 
work to be executed for the company, or the money be paid. out of the 
nominal purchase-money or contract or otherwise. (3) But nothing 
in this section shall affect the power of any company to pey such brokerage 
as it has heretofore been lawful for a company to pay.’ 
Kexewicn, J., said that section 8 was not limited to commissions for 
placing or underwriting shares, as had been suggested in argument, 
because the section authorized a commission to be paid to any person in 
consideration of his subscribing or agreeing to subscribe, whether 
absolutely or conditionally, for any shares in the company. An agree- 
ment to subscribe conditionally would, no doubt, be fultlled by an under- 
writing agreement; but an agreement to subscribe absolutely was neither 





distinct from the will of the testator. It seems to me that this intention is 


placing nor underwriting shares. Under the terms of this section he 
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thought it plain that it was lawful for the company to pay any sum b: 
way of co! (provided it was authorized by the articles and isclosed 
in the prospectus) to a member of the public for subscribing for shares, 
and, in the present case, he sawno reason why the company might not 
pay 4 man any sum as commission for su g totakeashare. But 
the section did not authorize the of shares at a discount. It was 
well-known that that was illegal before this Act was paseed, and there was 
not a word in the section which shewed that the Legislature had in 
contemplation any alteration of the law in that respect; on the con- 
trary, the words of the second sub-section pointed er in the — 
direction. Issuing shares at a discount was strictly prohibited. This is 
what the plaintiffs say the com are d in this case. What, then, 
was the nature of the contract 6 case ? statement of the chair- 
man described two different contracts. The first half of that statement 
was a clear description of the issue of shares at a diecount. 
The second half of the statement was a qualification of what had 
gone before, and described the issue of at par and a con- 
tract by the company to pay a commission to each applicant of 70 
per cent. Those were two entirely different contracts. This was a 
colourable attempt to do what the Legislature has said should not be done, 
it was an attempt to bring the proposal within the section, and the court 
ought not to sanction it. There was this further point. The directors 
had agreed to pay a perfectly genuine commission on these shares. Some- 
body was to guarantee half the issue, and the directors were to pay him a 
commission of 10 per cent. That was simply a placing agreement. But 
if that;was a commission, could the company also pay a commission to 
subscribers? Did not this rather shew that the contract with the share- 
holders was to issue shares at a discount? Further, the tee was of 
half the issue, and the sum to be so provided was £9,000. That was on 
the footing of the shares being issued at the price of 3s. This, therefore, 
was a guarantee that the shares should be issued at a discount. There 
would be an injunction restraining the company and its directors from 
carrying into effect the proposed issue.—OounseL, Renshaw, KC, and 
Gore Browne; P. O. Lawrence, K.O., and George Lawrence; Warrington, 
K.C., and John Chester. Soxtcrrors, Vallance, Birkbeck, § Barnard ; Sutton, 
Ommanney, $ Rendali ; Courtenay, Croome, Son, § Finch. 


[Reported by C. W. Maan, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re FERGUSSON’S TRUST. Byrme, J. 22nd Jan. 
Witit—Consrrvuction —Next-or-kin—Domicrtc—Forezien Law. 


The point in this summons was whether a fand in court in the events 
which had happened was to be taken by the persons who were next-of-kin 
to Minnie Koppe, deceased, according to German or English law. The facts 
were as follow: The testator, Mr. Fergusson, by his will gave a legacy to his 
niece, the said Minnie Koppe, of 4 cent. promissory notes for rupees 
six thousand and five hundred, and the testator declared that in the event 
of the death of the said legatee in bis lifetime the should not lapse, 
but be divided among the next-of-kin of the le, . Minnie 
Koppe, who was married to a German —- Mr. Koppe (who 
nog ans | er oo before the rey org a domiciled German. Claim “a -" 
the legacy having been put forward by claiming as next-of- 
the deceased according to German and English law, 

Byrne, J., held that the persons entitled to take in the events which 
had happened were the persons who were Minnie Koppe’s next-of-kin 
accordiog to English law.—Oounssi, Jessel; Baines; Cann; Borthwick. 
So.icrrons, Lawford, Waterhouse, § Lawford ; Oppenheimer. 


[Reported by J. Anrncr Paice, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.]} 
Re FERNELEY’S ESTATE. Swinfen Eady, J. 1st Feb. 


Witt—Restrant on Anticipation Imposep on Oxass or Femates—Rvu ie 
Acainst Perretvuities —Sp.itrine 


This was a petition for the payment out of a sum of money which had 
been paid into court by a trustee under the Trustee Act, 1803, and raised 
the question, as to which there has been a conflict of authority, whether a 
restraint on anticipation imposed by a testator upon female members of a 
clats is separable, so as to be valid as regards members of the class born in 
the testator’s lifetime, though void for remoteness as those born 
afterwards. By his will, dated the 8th of February, 1844, a testator directed 
that bis trustees should stand possessed of one-fourth share of the proceeds 
of sale of his residuary real and al estate upon certain trusts ae to 
the income thereof during the life of his daughter Esther, and after her 
death upon trust for all her children who should attain twenty-one 
or be married in equal shares. The will contained a disposition of one 
other fourth share of the said proceeds of sale infavour of another 
daughter and her children, and a declaration that the dispositions 
therein made for his daughters and their children and also any persons 
being females should be for their respective own sole and separate ure and 
benefit, notwithstanding any coverture, to the end that the same might be for 


them by anticipation. The testator died on the 

the 19th of March, 1844, hie daughter Esther married; there was 

her marriage seven ch n, of whom the petitioner was one ; some of the 
children (including the petitioner) were born before the testator’s death, 
and some aft . On the 10th of April, 1872, the petitioner 

and on the 2let of February, 1885 ee eee, she 

her reversionary one-seventh part of one- share in the estate of the 
testator. On the 17th of September, 1900, this became 
divisible. The then sole trustee under the testator’s having notice of 
the conflicting claims of the petitioner and of the — meee 


sentative of the mortgagee, paid a sum of money represen 


their respective separate use, maintenance, and ee ee nine h 
March, 1850. On 
issue of 


the petitioner into court. For the petitioner it was argued that the 
mortgage was void, because the restraint on anticipation 


on such 


i 


these | testamenta 


of the females as were born in the testator’s lifetime was not obnoxious to 


the rule nst and that in their cave the restraint was not 
to be merely because some members of the ciass were not 
born in the testator’s lifetime. T cases were cited : Herbert v. 


ne : 

Webster (15 Oh. D. 610), Re Michael's Trusts (46 L. J. Oh. 661), Re Ridley 
(1l Oh. D. 645), Wilson v. Wilson (7 W. BR. 26), Re Russell (1895, 2 Ub. 698), 
Armitage v. Coates (35 Beasv. 1), and v. Laroche (17 Uh. D. at 

Swinrsn Eavy, J., held that he was by the decision of vV.C., 
in Herbert v. Webster, which he considered to embody the sounder view, 
and decided that the petitioner was restrained from anticipation during 
coverture.—OounseL, A. Grant; R. J. Parker; W. H. Cosens-Hardy. - 
Souicrrons, Orford ¢ Sons; Busk, Mellor, ¢ Norris, for Slater, Hoelis, 
Williamson, Colley, ¢ Tulloch. 

[Reported by H. L. Onmiston, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 
KENT o. KENT AND OTHERS. Jeune, P. 29th Jan. 


Paosate—Powsr or APPoINTMENT—ExxzcuTion oF Powsr—Two Witis— 
By Wuat Worps Power Execursp. 


This was a probate action in which the plaintiff Francis Addenbrook 
Kent, as one of the exesutors of Edmund Jackson me Ca pee two 
papers for probate, those documents being the 16th of 
October, 1894, and the 4th of Yecember, 1896, respectively. The deceased 
died on the 13th of June, 1900. The detendants, Mrs. Louisa Kent, 
Robert Jackson Kent, and Krnest.Coarles Thurgood, pleaded that 
the document of the 16th of Uctober, 1894, was not duly executed and had 
been revoked by the document of the 4th of December, 1896, which they. 
a was the last true will of tne deceased, and of which the plaintiff and 
E. C. Th were executors, and they propounded that Ph yaary: Aa 

very 8 


see ended ton op that he ecu Sevtetton 
ha inten: to execu e@ power 
pony bo cited : Cadell v. Wilcocks (1898, P. 21), Re Mayhew, Spencer v. 
Cutbush (1901, 1 Oh. 677), Hartley v. Tribber (16 Beav. 510), Hill v. 
Chapman (1 Ves. 405), Reeves v. Newenham (2 Ridgway 11), Dempsey v. 
Lawson (2 P. D. 98), and Lemage v. Goodban (1 ¥. & D. 

Jzuns, P., in giving judgment, said that heeaw ~~ agg =e 
from the princi) ne had enunciated in the case of Cadell v. ’ 
ena P. 21). e second document undoubtedly in effect revoked the 
‘ormer one, although it did not do so in terms. The question, however, 
to be decided was whether the second will was in fact an exercise of the 
power of appointment so as to revoke the earlier will, in which there was no 
doubt as to the testator’s intentions. It was impossible to read the will of 
1s Se ene Oe See than that the deceased intended when 

I 


Ec 


it to exe the ower of epgetnement be pemee, reeL | tk eT) 
to the qulgmens of Farweli, J., in Spencer v. Cutbush (1901, 1 ee | 
he thought that the power was properly executed. second 


would theref 
be ounced 


[Reported by Gwrxxz Hatt, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
REX v, JAMES AND ANOTHER. C. C. R. 1th Nov. and Ist Feb. 


Cama Law—Larceny—HvsnanD AND Wirs—Liasrrr or Wires ro 
Cama, Paocesprixes sy Hvssanp—Maxrarep Women's Parorsarr 
Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 75), ss. 12 ann 16. 
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@ witness and stated that she was the wife of the prosecutor. At the close 
of the evidence and before the case was put to the jury, counsel for the 
ers objectea that the indictment was insufficient as against the wife 
‘or want of un avermeat that the woman was the wife of the prosecutor, and 
that the property alleged to be stolen was wrongly taken by her when 
leaving or desertiog her husband, so as to complete the statement of an 
offence under the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, ss. 12 and 16. 
The chairman held (1) that the allegation was not necessary to the form of 
the indictment, and (2) that if it was the objection should have been taken 
before plea and not atterwards. He directed the jury that it was necessary 
before they could find the wife guilty that they should be satisfied that 
the property was wrongfully taken by her when she was about to leave her 
husband, but he withdrew the count for receiving from their consideration. 
The jury found both prisoners guilty of larceny. The questions for the 
opinion of the court were: first, whether it is essential that an indictment 
inst a married woman for stealing the goods of her husband should 
aver that she was his wife and wrongfully took the goods when about to 
leave him. Secondly, whether objection to the want of the above aver- 
ment can be successfully made by a wife who has pleaded to the indict- 
ment. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Arvenstong, C.J., and Lawrance, Wricut, Bruce, and 
Dax.ina, JJ.), having taken time to consider their judgment, affirmed the 
conviction. 

Lord Atverstone, © J., in reading the judgment of the court, said: 
At common law a wife could not steal her husband’s goods, and now she 
can only be convicted of larceny by virtue of the provisions of the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882: Reg. v. Henny (2 Q. B. D., 307). Oriminal 
proceedings can only be instituted by the husband against the wife if the 
wife and husband are not living together at the time the criminal 

gs are taken, and even then they can only be taken concerning 
an act done by the wife at the time when they were not living 
together, concerning property of ker husband, unless such property 
shall have been wrongfully taken by the wife when leaving or 
deserting, or about to leave or desert her husband. 
that in the case of an indictment against the wife for stealing 
the goods of her husband, upon proof that the husband and wife were 
living together at the time when thecriminal proceedings were taken, a good 
defence would be establish«d ; and so if the act relied upon as constituting 
larceny were proved to have been done by the wife while the husband 
and wife were living together, there could be no larceny unless it could be 
— that the property had been wrongfully taken by the wife when 
ving or deserting or about to leave or desert her husband. But the 
question to be determined is whether the conditions imposed by the 
— contained in section 12 and incorporated into section 16 are con- 
ions which must be proved by the prosecution to exist in order 
to establish the cffence, or whether the offence may be established 
without regaid to the conditions in the absence of any evidence offered 
by defendant of facts which would establish a defence under the 
oviso. If compliance with the conditions is a necessary ingredient 
o the offence, then statements alleging compliance with the 
conditions are an esrential part of the indictment: Thibault v. Gibson (12 
M. & W. 95), Rez v. Jarvis (1 East 643), Chitty ou Pleadiog, vol. 1 (4th 
ed.), p. 322; Stee’e v. Smith (1 B. & Ald. 94), and Hawk P. C., vol. 4, 
ch. 25,8 113, p 68 (7th ed). Lhe substance of the authorities is that it 
is not necessary for the prozecution to negative a proviso, even though 
the proviso be contained in the same section of the Act of Parliameat 
creating the offence, unless the proviso is in the nature of an excep ion 
which is ixcorporated directly or by reference with the enacting clause, 
eo that the enacting clause cannot be read without the qualification 
introduced by the exception. Thus in an indictment on a statute which 
enacts that if any person shall put off any milled m ney whatsoever 
unlawfully diminished, and not cut in pieces for a lower rate than its 
nominal value, he shall be guilty of felony, it is necersary to state in the 
indictment that the money was not cut in pieces (1 Leach 102). In the 
present case, sections 12 and 16 must be read together, and the enacting 
clause in section 12, when read in connectiun witn section 16 makes the 
wite liable to criminal proceedings by her husband, subject to the proviso 
contained in the latier portion of section 12. But the conditions impored 
by that provis; do not affect the quality or character of the offence. ‘They 
merely introduce matters which may be pleaded by way of defence, and 
they are not matters necessary to be negatived in the indictment. Con- 
viction affirmed.— Counser, Morgan; Parsoms. Souicitors, W. T. Davies, 
Porth; J. Colenso Jones, Pontypridd. 
(Reported by E. G. Srittweit, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re NORRIS. 23rd and 24th Jan. 


Costs—Taxation—Mortoace—Necortmatine Fuer—Genenal OnpER UNDER 
Sorictrons’ Remusexation Act, 1881, Scnepure L., Paut L, zn. ll— 
Mokrroacres’ Lecat Costs Acr, 1895 (58 & 59 Vicr. c. 25), 6. 2. 
This wes a summons to vary the certificate of the taxing-master who 

had disallowed a fee charged by a solicitor, Mr. Norris, for negotiating a 

mortgage. The fee was disallowed on the ground that Mr. Norris had 

himself advanced the money on mortgage, and could not, therefore, 
how A egancog Counel for the defendant argued that where a 
own money on mortgage he cannot charge the neg otiati 

fee, unless he negotiates with his 4 d “ 7 
Swisrex Kany, J.—It has first been contended that Mr. Norris did not 

arrange and obtain the loan’’ within the of rule 11 of the 


Swinfen Eady, J. 


Soliaators’ Remuneration Act, 1881, which states that ‘' as to a mortgagee’s 


It is clesr | 
| or jointly with any other person.”’ 








solicitor it [the scale] shail only apply to cases where he arranges and 
obtains the loan from a person for whom he acts.’’ For a moment 
let me omit the consideration of the last words, ‘‘from a person for 
whom he acts.’”’ The property comprised in the mortgage deed was 
previously mortgaged. Mr. Norris arranged for the payment of this 
mortgage, advanced the money for the purpose, and discussed the matter 
with his client. Further, it isnot disputed that the terms of the loau were 
correctly stated in the deed. I have therefore no difficulty on the facts 
in finding that Mr. Norris did “‘ arrange and obtain’’ the loan. But to 
return to the rule, the loan must be arranged and obtained “‘ from a 
— for whom he (the solicitor) acts.’’ But since the Mortgagees’ Legal 
osts Act, 1895, a solicitor who negotiates a loan is entitled to the scale fee 
even though he advances the money himself. On this the defendant 
contends tha: this statute does not apply to the case of a solicitor not ia 
rtnership who arranges a loan with himself and obtains the loan from 
imself, for he cannot be said ‘‘to arrange and obtain a loan from a 
person for whom he acts.’’ In my opinion that is much too narrowa 
construction to put on the statute. Section 2 provides that *‘ any solicitor to 
whom, either alone or jointly with any other person, a mortgage is made, 
or the firm of which such a solicitor isa member, shall be entitled to receive 
for all business transacted and acts done by such solicitor or firm in 
negotiating the loan, deducing and investigating the title to the property, 
and preparing and completing the mortgage, all such usual professional 
charges and remuneration as he or they would have been entitled to 
receive if such mortgage had been made toa person not a solicitor, and such 
— had retained and employed such solicitor or firm to transact such 
usiness and do such acts.’” Suppose Mr. Norris had not himeelt 
advanced the money, but had been retained by a third person to do so, 
would he have been entitled to charge this fee? In my opinion, from the 
facts before me, he would be clearly entitled to charge. And the statute 
says that, the mortgage being made to him alone, he is to be entitled to 
the remuneration he would have been paid had he been acting for a third 
perron. It follows that he is entitled to receive the fee. Any other 
construction will not give effect to the words of section 2, “‘ either alone 
For these reasons the summons to 
vary the certificate will be allowed with costs.—CounsEL, Stokes; Gatey. 
Souicrrors, Norris §¢ Norris ; Prestons, for Ivor Harries, Rhayader. 


[Reported by J. H. Davies, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACTS, 1883 AND 1890, 


Whereas by an order made by the Board of Trade on the 31st day of 
March, 1890, Alfred Henry Wildy was appointed to be an Official Receiver 
of the Bankruptcy Listrict of the High Court, and whereas the said 
Alfred Henry Wildy has retired from his said offize of Official Receiver of 
Debtors’ Estates, pursuant to tae Superannuation Acts. 

Now, therefore, the Board of Trade do hereby appoint Eger‘on Spencer 
Grey to be an Official Receiver of Debtors’ Estates for the sa'd Baukruptcy 
District of the High Court, in succeesion to the said Alfred Henry Wildy 
oo the Ist day of February, 1902, inclusive, and it is hereby further 
ordered :— 

(a) As regards the bankruptcy proceedings instituted under the Bauk- 
ruptcy Acts, 1883 and 1890, which at the said date are pending in the 
High Court, and in which at the eaid date the said Alfred Henry 
Wildy was or is constituted Official or Interim Keceiver, that the said 
Egerton Spencer Grey shall, in respect of the bankruptcy proceedings 
in which the initial letter of the first surname of the debtor or 
debtors is any of the letters P to Z, be the Official Receiver of 
the estates of the debtorsin such proceedings, end discharge the duties 
of Official Receiver in relation to such estates in immediate succession 
to the said Alfred Henry Wildy. 

(6) As regards all bankruptcy proceedings which from and after the 
vacation of his office by the said Alfred Henry Wildy shall be instituted 
in or transferred to the High Court under the Bankruptcy Acts, 1883 
and 1890, that the said Egerton Spencer Grey shall, in respect of tne 
said bankruptcy proceedings in waich the initial of the first surname 
of the debtor or debtors is any of the said letters P to Z, be the Official 
Receiver who shall be constituted Official Receiver of the estates of 
the debtors in such proceedings, 

Dated this 30th day of January, 1902. 

By the Board of Trade, 
Francis J, 8. Horwoon, 








The Lord Chancellor and the Countess of Halsbury, the Lord Chief 
Justice, the Master of the Rolls, and a distinguished company will be 
present at the amateur dramatic performances of Robert Browning's 
Strafford, which will be given in the Inner Temple-hall on Friday and 
Saturday evening, the 71h and 8h of February, in aid of the Inns of Court 
Mission, There was a rehearsal on Wednerday. 


Lord Macnaghten will preside at the annual social meeting of the Royal 
Courts of Justice Temperance Society, which will take place in the Inner 
Temple-hall on Tuesday evening, the 11th of February. ‘The chair will 
be supported by Lord Dunboyne, Lord Justico Uoz-ns-Hardy, Mr. 
Justice Barnes, Mr. Justice Jeif, Judge Baylie, K.C., Judgs Bowen- 
Howlands, K C., the Common Sergeant (Mr. Bosanquet, K.O.), Mr. 
Atherley-Jones, M.P., Mr, T. D. Bolton, M.P., and others, The Arch- 
bishop of Oanterbury and Mr, Tritton M.P., have promised to address the 
meeting and Canon Fleming will give some recitations. 








| B- Boke ok- em Lol 


BSLTSSSSZEP Se sce Esedees]e 


szo 





2. 








es and 
oment 
m for 
l was 
f this 
natter 
1 were 
) facts 
But to 
rom a 
Legal 
ale fee 
ndant 
not in 
| from 
rom a 
(row & 
itor to 
made, 
receive 
rm in 
perty, 
sional 
led to 
d such 
t such 
imeelt 
do 80, 
im the 
tatute 
fled to 
, third 
other 
alone 
ons to 
Gatey. 


day of 
ceiver 
2 said 
ver of 


yancer 
uptcy 
Wildy 
irther 


Bank - 
in the 
Henry 
1e said 
sdings 
tor or 
ver of 
duties 
ession 


er the 
ituted 
, 1883 
of tne 
‘name 
)fficial 
ites of 


OOD, 


Chief 
ill be 
ning’s 
y and 
Court 


Royal 
Inner 
ir will 
, Mr. 
owen- 
, Mr. 
Arch- 
is the 








Feb. 8, 1902. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 46.] 249 * 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
SPECIAL GENERAL MEETING. 

A special general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held on 
Friday, the 3ist ult., at the Society’s Hall, the President, Sir Hzwry 
Fow ter, M.P., taking the chair. The following members of the Council were 

resent: Sir A. K. Rollit, M.P. (vice-president), Mr. Henry Attlee, Mr. O. 

ylne Barker, Mr. E. Kell Blyth, . J. 8. Beale, Mr. Cheston, Mr. 
Robert Ounliffe, Mr. Gray Hill (Liverpool), Mr. H. E. Gribble, Mr. John 
Hollams, Mr. 8S. H. King (Maidstone), Mr. H. W. Lee, Mr. Henry Maniety, 
Mr. F. P. Morrell (Oxford), Mr. Richard Pennington, Mr. O. Stewart, and 
Mr. W. Melmoth Walters. 


RerresHMENTS TO MEMBERS. 


Mr. Cuar.es Forp (London) asked in accordance with notice: ‘* What 
number of town members, and what number of country members, have 
moe to the Council's echeme in the place of the former club arrange- 
ments 

The Prestwpent: The question cannot be definitely answered at present, 
but so far as we have gone the numbers dissenting do not exceed 30. 219 
town members and 73 country members have commuted their table money 
for the annual payment. The members wko have hitherto paid table 
nag have amounted to about 15 per day, but they are a fluctuating 

y. 

Mr. Forp moved in accordance with notice: ‘‘ That in the opinion of 
this meeting, the Council has misconceived the desire of the general body 
of members of the society as regards the club, which is that, in substitution 
therefor, facilities should be given to all members of the eociety to obtain 
light refreshments on the society’s premises at moderate charges, but 
without ay additional annual subscription.’? He said that they all knew 
the pres‘d. nt to bea very busy public man, and he might not be so well 
acquainted as some of the members with the Listory of this which had 
always been a burning question. During thirty years he (Mr. 
Ford) had taken a deep interest in the subject because the old 
state of things was very objectionable, and what was needed was 
that the club should be made available to the whole of the members of 
the society. He wished fully to recognize the liberal spirit which seemed 
slowly—he hoped surely—to be actuating the conservative Council, because 
it had been looked upon as a most horrible notion that he should have 
suggested that any but the very élite of the profession should have the right 
to make use of the club rooms. In the old days the state of things was 
such that members of the club took upon themselves under their rules 
most unlawfully and legally to blackball men who were not considered 
acceptable. He brought an action at law and the club was wound up, but 
unfortunately it coon revived again when the legal proceedings were ended. 
They had the *‘ Law Club,’’ then the ‘‘ Law Society’s Club,” and now they 
had the ‘‘ Refreshment Deparfment!’’ It was a case of ‘‘ arose by any other 
name would smell as sweet.’’ If they looked down the roll of members 
who were subscribing their four guineas annually it would be much of a 
muchness. One or two who were indignant at the idea of any new blood 
coming in had departed from the club, but they had been made up for by 
others who had cume forward and paid their four guineas. In view of the 
figures the president had given it must be felt that, looking at the large 
number of members of the cociety, it was a painful failure. It was 
prohibitive to say to a man who had recently entered the profession that 
he must pay four guineas before he could have the privilege of getting 
simple light refreshments in the middle of the day within the acciety’s 
building. He supposed that by-and-bye the Council would tell 
him there were certain reasons why they had taken that course. By the 

*Ian November last th fi ded a circular : 
“ With the odj ect of Ramtge on 74 the views expressed at = Bren nmr been mnt 
and in pursuance of ths statements made io the hall by the President, the Council 
arrangemen's with the Law Olub by which the Council resumed possession of that portion 
of the butiding formerly occapied by the members of the club, aad uad-riook to carry on 
the club until the expiry of the present year, that being the period fur wh‘ch the membera 
had pa‘d their subscriptions, e Council now propose to mate new arrangements for 
the supply of refrerhments in the building, which thali be gemerally 
to members. Pcnding the adoptioa or otherwise by the socisty of the scheme for 
the contempla ed extension of the society's building, these arrangements must 
of necessity be of a provisional character. Further, the Council are of aion 
that the arrangements should be made with the object of making the LF, - 
ment pay ite expenses, so that there may no charge on the general fuads of 
the society. With these considerations in view the Council hava given their approval 
to the following ey pene for the year 1902: The rooms now used for the supply 
of refreshments tv be upened in January next for the use of members between the hours 
of nae peene. ae ply of acne y wy by ee ae by a caterer, with 

U @ contract for ie su) refreshme: 
character and quality to those hitherto suppiied, subject 4 tbe supervision - 74 —- —— 4. 





of management, oa which the Council and also town and country members of the society 
will be represented. As part of the arrangements there will be a smokiog-room. 
&c,, a supply of newspapers, and facilities for The supply of 


correspondeace. 
wines, spirits, &c., wili be retained ucder the control of the committee of manage- 
ment, To meet the expenses involved it is estimated that it will be necesary to 
raise an asaured annual sum on the following graduated scale: From town mcmbers of 
the society practising within « radius of half a mile of the Law Institution four gaineas 
perannum. From town members practising be) ond halfa mile of the Law (nstitution, 
two guincas per annum, From country mem one guinea per annum, There will be 
noentrence fee. Any noa-subscribing member may also avail himeelf of odati 
afforded on a payment in the natare of table mney with his luncheon bill, Theamount 
such payment will be left to the Committee of 
to secure an assured income to meet tho expenses, & is hoped 
maintenance of the refreshment department w the ann 
the alternative arrangement will be used only by thowe 
who desire, when cccasionally in the neighbourhood, to 
plan must depend on the support which it meets with from th» members of 
generally. In the absence of such cugoess the Council do not feel justified in 


4 


the responsibility, pecuniary and ise, involved, I mus 
Council to submit these sais to all the members of the If it is your . 
become a subscriber, I have to request that you will sign and to me the annexed 
form, filling in the rate of subscription applicable to your own case,” 


courtesy of their always courteous friend, Mr. Williamson, he had lately 
visited the sacred rooms. He thought that no member of the Council who 
was a member of the club or the refreshment department would say that 
there was not considerable accommodation yet which was not made use of. 
He believed he was within the mark when he said that at this moment they 
could let in another 150 men practising round about the district 
with convenience to them and advantage to the financial position 
of the refreshment room. Therefore he should not be told, 
he hoped, that they could not do — more than they were 
doing because there was no room and the place 

The table money arrangement was a miserable matter. 
miserable thing to say to a member of the : “ Before you can 
have a luncheon in your own dining hall you must plank down eight- 
pence.”” At that rate he ned os ten guineas in the course of the year 
as table money before he could have a little refreshment and a glass of 
wine. He should like to remind the ent that the scheme had never 
been submitted to the members; they never been consulted about it. 
bg bo —— it a or ee afraid i: “" so in view 
of the hostile vote which was passed at a meeting to 
the club he did not know, but he did thick it would have been gl | 
was quite sure it would have been courteous, had the members of the 


society had an opportunity of e their views u this scheme 
4 * a sanefion of the Council but without the 


which was now ———s with 
sanction of the ety. He h they would hear from the t 
that before long the Council would take the general body of mem into 


liked this new scheme and how far they did not. Of course they were 
very much in the dark as to the ial position of the matter. 
supposed they might take it that they were getting no rent, and that 
there was no source of revenue by which they could set aside 
an equivalent for rent for the premieres occupied. But if they 
could summon to their aid large refreshment contractors they 
would be prepared to give to every member 
without any additional subscription refresh 
charge than the Council were and would pay the rang: & 
rent such as they would have to psy anywhere else for bringing c 
implements and utensils and so forth. He thought a matter of 

would require the serious attention of the Council before the year was 
over. He was disposed to h that there was on the Council an 
enlightened and able majority which would say, “ We cannot any longer 
go on with the nonsense of this exclusive club,” and then four 
guineas subscription might have to be go 
society to prosper they would bave to provide within the building 


their confidence and give them an opportunity of shewing how oe 
He 


very keen in seeking the intervention of the pel every 
solicitor to become a member of the society. Tnis was nothing but a wild 
drcam, but he would appeal to those mem! 
disposed to consider whether it would not assist in obtaining members if 
facilities were given for getting light refreshments within the bai 4 
He would like to know what was the financial arrap t between 
committee of management and the caterer. They did not know who were 
the members of the committee and whether they were members of the old 
club. He hoped they were not, but probably they were in the majority, and 
therefore they would a the order of things. What was paid 
in to the caterer? What was the position of the caterer? ashe 
© cemaneeee : or by he ee or what was = aid 
e was right in that the caterer would be ext 

to have more use por of the accommodation which hemi A 4 
could be made for a largenumber ofmen He submitted that the Council 
would not be able to teli him that the arrangement was entirely satisfac- 
tory, for the members who came to a general meeting and 
overwhelming majority voted that the club must go had not ac 
pom and had not joined the refreshment department as at present 


Mr. W. P. W. Puitimons (London) seconded the motion. He 
that he did so with very great pleasure. It seemed to him that this was 
simply another case of the reconstitution of some hard-up city company 
which proceeded to reconstruct when got it into fiaancial difficulties. He 
should like to know very mach whether dering the last yee ot Sie "s 
existence— because on point he was not quite certain, for he had con- 
sulted ‘‘ Whitaker "’ and found there that the Law 
ished and its subscription and secretary was there set 
to know whether, during the last two years the club's receip’s had counter- 
balanced the expenses, and in fact whether the club was solvent or 
Had there been any whips round amoogst the members to make up 
deficiency? These questions ought to be considered before the 
wadastonk to sun 0 ciub or-refresnment department—by whichever name 
they preferred to call it—at the expense of the body of members. 
In the circular which the Council bad issued in November they referred to 
the question of purchasing the club's outfit and furniture and ao forth. 
He would like to know whether that purchase had 


| 
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first occasion he had seen a baker’s dozen present; on the second five or 
six. Further, he thought they ought to be told fully and frankly what was 
the nature of the arrangements which had been made, and who were the 
members of the committee to which reference was made in the circular 
which was issued by the Council. Until these questions had been satis- 
factorily cleared up he thought the Council had gone a little too far in 
incurring any risk in this refreshment department, if there was risk. 
The 300 members who, they were told, had given in their names 
as adhering to the scheme hardly seemed sufficient to carry it out 
satisfactorily. Until all this was satisfactorily disposed of they ought to 
move wry carefully before confirming directly or indirectly this scheme 

. promulgated by the Council for reviving the club under the name of a 
eaten Department. 

Mr. Rosert Exverr (Cirencester) said the Council could have certainly 
no reason to —— that the subject had been brought forward or of the 
tone in which it had been introduced by the mover and seconder of the 
resolution. On the contrary, the meeting might be assured that the 
members of the Council were on this subject, as on every other, 
most desirous st all times of being in entire unison and harmony 
with the great body of the members. The Council believed that the 
course they had n with regard to this matter of refreshments had 
received, and would continue to receive, the concurrence and approval of 
the great majority of the members. It had been said that no meeting was 
held for the purpose of putting the scheme before the members, and that 
was in a sense true; but the general outlines of the scheme had been 
mentioned in the hall on various occasions, and the Council had taken a 
@ much surer means of ascertaining the general sense of the 
members than by holding a meeting on the afternoon of a busy day. 
They bad sent out a circular to every member of the society, and they 
had received a large number of replies. They had also communicated 
with the Provincial Law Societies, and they had obtained such assurances 
as satisfied them that in the course they had taken they were carrying out 
what was the desire of the great body of the members of the society. Let 
them be quite clear on one matter of principle, because it would remove a 
great deal of difficul'y. The Council were entirely at one with Mr. Ford 
in assuming that the guiding principle in this matter should be that which 
was for the benefit of the society at large. They had no other object. If 
he thought for one moment that the course which had been taken 
was one which was intended to serve a coterie of members of 
the society, and was not for the general benefit, he could assure 
them that his voice would not be heard in support of it. But 
he believed, as the original founders of the institution believed, for they 
made it one of the main obj<cts for which the institution was founded, and 
it was essentially desirable that there should be the opportunity for 
members to obtain refreshment, and that course had been adopted from 
the foundation to the present time. The Council had ascertained that it 
was undoubtedly the desire of the members generally thut these facilities 
should still be offered. If that was soit was reduced to a mere matter of 
detail. If there were to be refreshments provided at the institution, all 
the rest was mere minutiz And he could not help thinking that it was 
unwise for a large number of members of the society in the buey part 
of the day to attempt to devote their time to discussing miaute matters of 
regalations with reference to how the rfreshment should be provided. 
Bat there was nothing whatever the Council desired to conceal; on the 
contrary they had communicated to every member of the society the exact 
nature of their scheme in all its details. The schems was that the Council 
providei for those who were prepared to pay an ordinary luncheon at the 
most moderate prices. They provided for those who wished only for what 
had been spoken of as light refreshments, and they could have that form of 
refreshment if they preferred it. But inasmuch as more substantial 
Iuncheons involved some service, which would not be paid for by the 
ordinary luncheon charges, they were obliged to subject those 
gentlemen who preferred that form of refreshment to some extra 
charge which they called ‘‘table money.”’ That was a plan which was 
adopted in many instances. Reference had been made to the Inns of 
Court, but, as a matter of fact, the students there had to pay a subscrip- 
tion which was the equivalent of the table money in this instance. And 
the Council allowed the members of the society to please themselves 
whether they would compound for the table money by an annual payment, 
or whether they would poy it over the table on every occasion. Taney 
could do whatever they pleased. The table money was as low as it could 
pay, be made. The only alternative to doing away with the table money 
would be to siddle up» the society the expense of the service which the 
ordinary luncheon charges would not cover, and he was sure the meeting 
would agree that that would be a course which the Council had no rigot 
to . The Council in entering upon this question from the very first 
had taken it asa principle which they must follow that if refreshments 
were to be provided they must be provided upon such terms as would 
prevent any substantial loss to the society. The desire of the Council was 
that every member of the society should as far as possible be placed 
on an equality with reference to the advantages to be derived from member- 
ship. it was impossible to work that out with mioute accuracy. 
For instance, those who practised near the Law Institution had 
opportunities of using the Law Institution in a way which he who had 
to come a hundred miles to get there had not. It was impossible, therefore, 
eo exactly the benefit which those who lived near and those who 

away might derive from the institution. But the desire of the 
Council was to equalize them as far as possible, and therefore it was 
absolutely necesssry there should be some table money paid. Their 


intention was, as they carried out the new building scheme, to provide 
@ fine and commodious room where every member of the society would 
be able to obtain those light refreshments which were spoken of without 


any table money at 


just as he could in the present building 





so far as the present facilities would admit. It was impossible 
at the present time to afford those facilities to the fullest extent. 
With reference to the degree of support which had been received, the 
president had stated the number of town and country members who had 
already made their annual payment in commutation of tablemoney. The 
Council thougbt those numbers were eminently satisfactory He had the 
best reason to know, from having inquired of those who made actual use 
of the refreshment room, that the arrangements were considered to be 
working most satisfactorily, and that during the four weeksof this year 
2,800 lunches had already been served. Some 492 luncheons had been 
served to members who had not happened to have commuted the table 
money at thetime. He thought that the mode in which refreshments 
were provided was the best that could be adopted in the present 
state of the building ; and these arrangements had received very substantial 
and satisfactory support. On the question of risk, the Council were very glad 
to know that the amount of adhesion which had already been given to the 
scheme was such as would substantially assure the society against loss 
during the year. They were satisfied from the amount of support which 
had already been received that there was every probability that the scheme 
would run through the present year without any eubstantial loss. With 
reference to Mr. Phillimore’s question as to the terms on which the club 
property was taken over, he had the honour of occupying during the 
time the transaction went through the presidential chair, and he had taken 
every pains to see that it was a fair one for the society. He knew that it 
was considered by many members of the club that the tarms were 
hard upon them. At all events he was perfectly sure that they were fair 
to the society. He could assure the members that allowance was made 
for depreciation, and although the Council did not actually pay according 
toa emiee. they had expert advice on the subject, and the bargain made 
was one which he unhesitatingly said was a distinctly favourable one to 
the society. Mr. Ford had said that the refreshment scheme iavolved a 
payment of four guineas annually for obtaining simply light refreshments. 
That was not so at all. The four guineas commutation of table money 
applied to those who desired to u-e the rooms for luncheon in the ordinary 
way. Tea and sandwiches and anything of that kind could be obtained 
at the most moderate charges without any table money at all. 

Mr. Puimore: Not till after 3.30 in the afternoon. The circular said 
that ‘“‘ members supplied with tea, coffee, and light refreshments after 3 30 
p-m. will psy only for the refreshment.”” Before that hour there would be 
table money. 

Mr. Exerr: Yes, because the Council were obliged, owing to want of 
space, to limit the number of persons. A question had been asked about 
rent. That was an absolute misconception, inasmuch as the Council were 
themselves in possession of every portion of their own building. They were 
using it in the way they thought best in the interests of the society, and it 
was just as reasonable to talk about rent for the refreshment room as it 
would be to talk about rent for the hall into which any one of the membars 
came to read the papers. Mr. Phillimore had suggested that the refresh- 
ment room was a resuscitation of the club. He could assure him, so far 
as the Council were concerned, that they had no desire or intention that it 
should be so. They believed it was not that in any sense whatever. 
Furtner, he believed that there were a number of the most honoured 
members of the profession who had bean members of the club who, he was 
glad to say, were contin to come under the existing arrangements, 
and he trusted nothing would ever be done which would drive them from 
their daily resort to the building and from that loyal allegiance to the 
society which they had all these years exhibited. 

Mr. Puriiimore said that all his questions had not been answered. 

Mr. Forp, in reply, said he sympathized with Mr. Phillimore in that all 
his questions had not been answered. He also had asked a number of 
questions, but had not expected they would be answered—and they were 
not answered. Mr. Ellett had steered amongst the rocks very skilfully. 
He hoped Mr. Eliett would bear in mind that eightpence table money was 
required if a man came in before half-past three and wanted a cup of 
coffee. 

Mr. Grixuam Keen (London): Temporarily. 

Mr. Foxp said it was a most unreasonable ement. He thought he 
saw, after what Mr. Ellett had said, a little scheme for the future 
which he did not like. That was that when the enlargement of the buildings 
had taken place there would be acapacious room for the rank and file of the 
professio 1 who were members to have light refreshments in—and they could 
get those light refresbments without the eightpence table money if they 
wanted a cup of coffee. Thatwould beagreat God-send. But he thought 
there would aleo be a sumptuous dining-room for the four-guinea members 
from which those who wanted simply a cup of coffee would be excluded. 
He wished to take the feeling of the meeting as to whether that wasa 
satisfactory state of thiogs. He challenged Mr. Ellett to say that there 
was not accommodation for more men by 150 than were making use of the 
refreshment room at the present time. 

The Presiwpent: Mr. Ford very properly said that I was not so well 
acquainted with this matter as many other members. At all events I 
have been acquainted with it during the year of my vice-presidency and 
during the present year. I may say I have laid down, as my own 
individual opinion, the opinion which the committee themselves ex as 
interpreting the meaning of the resolution to which Mr. Ford alluded, 
that there should be no charge upon the general funds of the society, but 
that the refreshment department should be self-supporting. hold 
myself a very strong opinion upon that question, that this refreshment 
department should be self-sustaining. 

Mr. Forp: Certainly. 

The Presipent: 1 am very glad to hear Mr. Ford agrees with me. The 
committee are now trying, aiter full notice, an experiment for a year, and it 
is impossible, on the 3lst of January, to say how that experiment is to 
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succeed. But the whole question will be again open at the end of this 
ear. The Oeuncil and the committee will then know exactly how 
t is working, whether at a loss or a profit. I wish to remind 
you that it is at present an t, and that it is equally 
competent to one man as to another to argue what will happen 
within the twelve months. That being so, and the committee 
having, as I know, devoted an immense amount of time and an immense 
amount of trouble to the subject, and having tried, and I may say 
exhausted, all the alternative propositions and found they not 
work, it is only fair to allow the experiment to be tried for twelve months 
and see how it works for the year. I am nota member of the committee, 
and I think it is fair to the Council to say that there is only a limited 
number of members of the Council upon it. It is a committee of nine, and 
five are not members of the Council. I will now put the motion. 

The motion was negatived. 

Portrait or Mr. Joun Hoiiams. 

The Prestpent: I want to call the attention of the members to the fact 
that since the yep mse in this hall the Council have placed on the wall, 
as the result of a fund raiced amongst themselves and a few friends, this 
beautiful portrait of Mr. Hollams, who has been connected for so many 
years, more than half acentury, with the profession, and who has rendered 
both by his counsel, his experience, his wisdom, and above all by his 
example, the greatest service to his profession in its highest and best form. 
Iam sure the members of the society will welcome that portrait, which has 
been painted by the Hon, John Collier, and it has been presented 
to the society through myself as president, to be hung in this - Tam 
gure the members will re-echo the wish which we expressed a fortnight 
ago when it was presented, that his life may long be spared, that he may 
continue as in the past his great services to the profession. 

A vote of thanks to the president, on the motion of Mr. Ford, terminated 
the proceedings. 





THE LIVERPOOL AND DISTRICT ASSOCIATION OF LEGAL 
ASSISTANTS. 


Twelve months ago the legal assistants of Liv and district formed 
themselves into an association, and on Thursday, the 30th of January last, 
the first annual meeting was held under auspicious circumstances. Mr. 
§. Castle, solicitor, occupied the chair. The report shewed that there are 
the names of 281 members on the roll, and that, notwithstanding the heavy 
initial ¢ of establishing the association, there is a balance of 
£46 9s 7d. in hand. ey | barristers and solicitors had displayed practical. 
interest in the welfare of the society by contribu’ to itsfunds. In co- 
operation with the kindred association of Sheffield the committee had 
decided to iesue a circular to the law clerks of the large towns urging them 
to form local associations with a view to the establishment of a national 
association. The report and balance-sheet were adopted. 

The Cxuarrman said that he cordially approved of the objects of the 
association, ‘which he considered most excellent and beneficial. He 
intimated that the membership might be increased if the association were 
more largely known, He also referred to the improved training 
in legal work and the possibility of increased remuneration to 
members to arise therefrom. He stated that the report shewed 
that the association had done good work during the year. He 
observed that it was propored to have a national association, which, he 
gathered, meant something similar to that in vogue with regard to law 
societies and chambers of commerce, and with this he He 
ee that a bookkeeping or accountancy section should be formed, 
and advocated debates. He was also very much in favour of athletic sports, 
as it was of extreme importance to have healthy minds and healthy bodies, 
which would be the result of such an indulgence. He suggested also 
that a benevolent branch should be established with a view to aiding 
any unfortunate members, and intimated that if this suggestion were 
carried out his firm would be most happy to contribute to the fund. 

Mr. Hanotp Barsson (president of the Incorporated Society of Liver- 
poo]) was elected president for the year. 

A hearty vote of thanks was tendered to Mr. Arthur 8S. Mather, the 
retiring president, who had written tting his absence from the 
meeting, and testifying to the general usefulness of the association. 

A vote of thanks was aleo tendered to Mr. Castle and to the officers and 
committee. 

WORCESTER AND WORCESTERSHIRE INCORPORATED 

LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of this society was held at the Law Library, 
Pierpoint-street, Worcester, on Friday week. ‘The members present were : 
Messrs. 8. Southall (president), T. Southall, W. W. A. Tree, E. A. Da 
J. H. Yonge, F. Corbett, G. H. T. Foster, T. R. Quarrell, T. Huband, 
R re 8S. B. Garrard (hon. treasurer), and W. B. Hulme (hon, 
secre “ 

The annual report of the committee, and the honorary treasurer's 
accounts for the past year, were received and adopted, and the following 
officers of the society were re-elected for the ensuing year: President, Mr, 
Samuel Southall; vice-president, Mr. F. W. B. Wagstaff ; hon. treasurer, 
Mr. S. B. Garrard; hon. secretary, Mr. W. B. Hulme. Mesers. T, 
Southall, E. A. Davis, J. H. Yonge, F. R. Jeffery, and W. W. A. Tree 
were re-elected members of the committee, in addition to the officers of 
the sceiety; and Messrs. G. F. 8. Brown and W. T. Ourtler were 
re-appointed auditors. 
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sentir © ble for sales by public auction and private contract. 
eG Law Society having asked for the opinion of your 
committee as to the of a form of conditions to the 
weed em the’ area covered by the 1 societies, 
the committee agreed that the preparation of such a form would be desir- 
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Stamps on Contracts of Sale — In the last annual report mention was made 
of the refusal of the Board 
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Trustee Remuneration Clause.—The attention of members is drawn to the 
case of Clarkson v. Robinson (1900, 2 Oh. 727), where it was decided that a 
clause in a will directing tnat any trustee or executor of the wil 


: 


solicitor or other person en in any profession or business should be 
entitled to charge and a be all usual or other charges 
for business done by him or his firm in to the mansgement 
and tration of testator’s estate and carrying out the trusts, 
wers, and provisions of the will, whether in the course of his 
{the trustee's profes-ion or business or not, and al not of a nature 
authorize him to 


strictly requiring the employment of a solicitor, did 
charge for work done outside his profession or business. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Feb. 3.—Mr. O, H. Kirby in the chair.—Mr. C. Willoughby Williams 
was elected to the office of hon. counsel to the society, vice the 
Hon. Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady, now a vice- t. Mr. BP, B, 
Walmsley then moved: “ That the decision in Arbitration between 
Biggar and Rock Life Assurance Co. (85 L. T. Rep. 636, Times, Nov. 
1901) is wrong.” Mr. R. D. Workman Messrs, H. Procter 
and A. H. Richardson also spoke, and Mr. replied. The motion 
was carried by one vote, 


8 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
InrermepiaTeE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 

ane at the Intermediate examination held on the 15th of January, 
Frrst Oxass. 
Ball, James Hayward, Edward John 
Barnett, Arthur Inglis Ingoldby, Percy Bernard 
Beck, James Edward Jend James Gordon 
Beckton, John Backhouse Jenkyn, 
, Alfred William Johnson, 
tg, Harold Mitchell, James Wilson 
Briscombe, Walter Dyson M Walter 
Broadbent, Herbert Morris, John Ernest 
Ball, Hugh Spencer, B.A. (Lond) Myers, Jacob Michael 
Burpitt, Samuel Melville Thomas Parratt, Ralph Heather 
Butcher, Arthur Porcher, Henry Leonard 
Castello, Benham Procter, Rawsthorne, B.A. (Camb.) 
Frederick Oharles 
Champness, Wiliam Henry Robinson, Gleeson Edward 
Colman, Arthur Thomas Saffell, Robert Towers 
Ernest Oharles , Leofwine Robert Gurth 
Davies, David Edward Bo Smart, Algernon 
wen 
Lubbock, Smith, Thomas 
BA << Arthur Edward 
w Stanley Leslie 
Farror, a, Ralph 
Foster, Alfred William, B.A. Wi Francis Herbert 
ur 

Glover, John Robert Woodwasd, Helward 





The follo are extracts from the report of the committee : 
Members, — society now consists of forty-eight members and five 
subscribers, Since the last annual meeting two members have died— 
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Szconp C1ass, 


Adams, Reginall Francis, B.A. Kendall, Percy Dale, B.A. (Camb.) 
(Camb.) Kitchin, Clement Bernard 
Anderson, Henry Stewart Kitson, Robert Graham 
Aspden, Thomas Lawson, Donald James Gordon 
AtBins, Cecil Charles Lee, Arthur Neale, B,A. (Camb.) 
» Francis Eric Leonard Lee, Norman Nellist 
Barclay, Henry Gladstone Lewis, Evan Idris 
Barnes, Richard Stewart Lewis, Samuel Lv cett 
Bennett William Logan, Robert Allison 


Berry, Romeo Lucas, George Frederick, B.A. 
Bevan, Arthur Onesimus (Camb.) 

Blunt, Arthur James Lupton, Frederick George 

Bonnor, Gerard Leigh Dempster  Mahany, William Arthur 

Brogden, Oliver Martell, Richard Whiston 


Broome, Thornhill Francis Masefield, Charles John Beech 
Brownley, Frederick James Mellows, William Thomas 
any Joseph Purdy, BA. Millar, Edgar 


(Camb.) Milne, Ralph Knoles 
Carder, Occil Dacre Mitchell, Horace Charles 
Carpenter, Alfred Leete Moore, Edward Duke 


Champney, George Andrew Beasley Morgan, Thomas John 
Channell, Walter Thornton Tre- Mundell, Howell Dawson 


velyan Musson, William Pratt 
Clapp. James Spearing Neild, William John 
Cook, Charles Nel on, Basil 


Oooper, Edward Ernest Conrad 
Cozens, Sidney Breck Parker, Francis Cecil Shirecliffe, 
Crane, Charles Edmund B.A. (Camb.) 
Creeswell, Henry Gilfrid Baker, Parry, Wykeham 

B.A. (Oxon.) Phelps, Edmund Julian 
Damant, James Charles Wilson Poillips, James Robert 
Davidson, Edgar, B A, (Camb.) Plowman, Jobn Tharp 
Davies, Evan Jobn Potter, James Speakman 
Davies, Gwilym Meirion Powell, Charles Noel 
Davies, Robert Brooks Prest, William, B A. (Camb.) 
Davies, William Hen Randell, Thomas Jones 
Davis, Herbert William Ratcliff Roberts, Hugh Meredith 
Dickinson, Thomas Oliver Roberts, Hugh Oliver 
Dominy, Charles Cecil Samuel, Albert Henrique, B.A. 
Downes, George Frederick (Oxon. ) 
Downing, Ivor Vincent, B,A. Scott, Malcolm Robert Charles 

(Oxon.) Shepard, Herbert John Campbell 
Drury, Horace Baker Simmons, Ernest 
Drury, Thomas Waterworth Smith, Arthur Sidney 
Duckworth, Henry Smith, Harry Leighton 
Eldridge, Theodore Paul Smith, John Henry 
Ellen, Ernest Smith, Joseph Henry 
Farrar, Hubert Lister Stacpoole, Charles Burnett, B.A. 
Feetham, Arthur, B.A. (Oxon.) (Lond 
Fieldhouse, Richard Edward Stoneham, Robert 
Freeman, Godfrey John Tilleard Douglas 

Stratton, Maurice 

Sturton, Herbert 


Gardner, Robert 
Genge, Herbert Edwin 
Gibson, Charles Osborne Provis, Swainson, John Gallienne 
B.A. (Oxon.) Thomas, Lewis Meyrick 
i ry Thompeon, Charles Edward 
ing, George Callender, B.A. Till, John Atkins 
) Troughton, Lionel Holmes Wood 
Green, Harold Francis, B.A. (Oxon,) Turner, Henry Davey 
Greenwood, Frank Arnold Urry, Philip Edgar Thomas 
Groves, William York Veasey, Arthur Charles Thomas 
, Clement Henderson Wallace, William Foord 
i Wardle, Robert Fox 
Hartnoll, Frederic Brewse Webster, Ernest Clifford 
, Ronald Arthur Charles Weld, Charles George, B.A. (Camb.) 


Wellington, Gilbert Trevor 
Harvey, Sidney Lancelot Wenham, 1 ouglas, B.A (Camb.) 
Hearle, Nathaniel Salmon 


White, Montague Middlecott, B.A. 
Hibbert, Eric Bertram 


(Camb. ) 
Hicks, Vyvyan George Hooper Whitehead, Reginald Henry Hughes 
Hili, William Canning ™ 


Whitworth, Alfred 


Pakeman, Percy John 


Thompson 


Hills, Arthur Ernest Wilson, Alfred Sidney, B,A. 

Hodgson, Walter Charles Ernest (Oxon.) 

Holden, Ralph Ainsworth Wilson, Hugh William, B.A. 
William Graham (Camb.) 

Hope, Henry Oliver Winterbotham, Henry Noel 


Houlder, Alec Guy 


Wivell, William John Martyn 
Hughes, John Williams 


Wood, Edward Charles 


Hunter, Arthur Woolley, Stewart Boyd 
Jeseon, Thomas Edwaid Woosey, Thomas Holmes 
Jones, Evan Wykes, Edward William, BA. 


Jones, Henry Gilman 
Jones, Ivor William 
Jones, John Haydn 


(Lond.) 
Wynne, William Giffard 





Fovat Examrvation. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
— at the Final examination held on the 13th and 14th of January, 
Abell, Richard Hughes 
Appleton, Charles 


Atkinson, John 
Austin, Roger Lorimer 





Bailey, John Arthur Stephen Hulme, Thomas — 

Baker, George Alfred, B A. (Lond.) Humphreys, Pailip Noel 

Baker, Percy Thomas, M.A.(Oxon.) Hunt, Olifford Holmes, B.A, 
Bartleet, Lewis, M.A. (Oxon.) (Camb.) 

Bere+ford, Alexander Huxtable, Edmund Victor 

Berry, Sidney James Jerome, William Simeon 

Billings, Samuel James Jones, Thomas 

Bird, Ernest William Kilner, Josiah Cornelius Hugo 
Bishop, John Walton King- Stephens, Arthur Francis 
Bolsover, Neville Miles Kirby, Edgar Arthur, B.A. (Lond.) 
Bowes- Wilson, George Hutton, B.A. Kitson, Walter Kinloch 

(Oxon.) Mcllveen, Hugh John Turnley 
Boyes, Frederick Oharles Macleod, Ronald Neil : 
Breach, Robert Mallinson, James Elliott, M.A. 
Brocklehurst, Edward Howard, B.A. (Camb.) 

(Camb.) Marshall, Charles Bennett 
Brooke, Edgar Moore, Leonard William 
Brundrit, Percy Wright, B.A., Morgan, Richard Thomas 

LL.B. (Camb,) Murgatroyd, Frederick 
Brunner, George Kenelm Palmer, Jos ph Walter 
Butler, Henry Beauchamp Parker, Wilkinson 
Camm, William Charles Parsons, Kenneth 
Cave, Stephen Aylwin Jerrard, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Cawdron, Henry Robert Paul, Stanley Evan, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Coilwell, Joseph Frederick Pearsou, George Colvin 
Clabburn, William Louis Phillips, Gordon Tucker 
Olark, William Pick, Frank 
Clark, William Tyson, B.A. (Camb.) Piesse, Stanley 
Coath, Howell Lang Piggin, Stirtevant 
Collis, Harold, B.A. (Oxon.) Piunock, Charles Bernard 
Collis, Hugh Gordon, B.A. (Oxon.) Pist, William Alfred 
Conolly, Alfred Potter, Arthur 
Cooke, Reginald Bertram Prynue, Donald Howard 
Copland, Maurice, B.A. (Camb.) Quayle, Arthur 
Orawford, Harold Atkinson Raper, Robert George 
Crowther, Godfrey Deveril Rawlings, James Dadford 
Dalton, Claud Arthur Redden, Frederick Adam Oorrie, 
Deacon, Arthur Edward Oole LL.B. (Camb ) 

Denyer, Horace Frederick Reeve, William Augustus 

des Forges, Uharles Lee Rendall, John 

Dominy, John Colin Ritchie, George Southern 

Dowker, Frederick Henry Rowland, Cyril Malcolm Spenser, 
Dowley, Arthur Edward B.A. (Uxon.) 

Easton, Herbert Augustus Rus:ell, Alfred 

E)lis, Harry Trevor Sampson, John Ratcliffe 


Templeton 


Emerson, Septimus John Henry, Scotney, Reginald Norman, B.A. 
B.A. (Camb.) (Oxon.) 
Fellows, Lionel Edward, B.A, Shaw, James ; 
(Uxon.) Sitzler, George Christian, B.A. 
Findlay, Alexander Wynaud, LL.B. (Oxon.) 4 
(Lond.) Smart, James Pile 


Fisher, Kdward Lindesay Speechley, Henry James 
Fogg, Percy Birtles Speight, David Ewart 
Fiesbfieid, James William, B.A. Spens, Archibald Hope 
(Uamb.) S:allon, Horace Vincent 
Furness, Rot ert Howard Steele, Hugh Rutherford Olunny 
Gaskell, Frank Hill Biden 
Gaskell, Walliss William Penn Stoddard, Walter Henry 
Gaunt, Maurice Sturgers, James Henry 
Gill, stanley Gerald Sumpter, Herbert James Cecil 
Godfray, Hugh Marshall, B.A. Swift, William Gilbert i 
(Camb. ) Taylor, Charles Hillsborough Riming- 
Gotelee, Harry Scotchmer ton 
Gray, Bertram Parrott Taylor, Howard 
Green, Robert Wallington Hale Taylor, Thomas Fielden 
Greenwood, Arthur Fortescue Thompson, Charles Sydney 
Habershon, Matthew Theodore Thompson, Clarence Watson Bloomer, 


Hall, Thomas B.A. (Camb. ) 
Harden, William George Thompson, Howard Parker, B.A. 
Harrison, William Jermyn, B.A. (Uxon.) 


(Camb.) Trotter, Raymond Elliott 
Haslett, Sydney Twist, George Herbert _ 
Heap, Stephen, M.A., LL.B, (Camb ) Vakil, Nadirsha Bamanji 
Hedges, Francis Reade,B.A.(Uxon.) Walker, William 
Hemsley, Alexander Guy Warne, Frank George 
Hendley, Thomas John Daweon, Watson, George Herbert 


B.A. (Oxon.) Willis, Arthur 
Herrin, Edwin Wilson, Arthur Gerald 
Horegood, Tom Henry Wilson, Oharles Edward, B.A. 
Howard, Gilbert, BA, LL.B. (Lond.) 

(Camb.) Wiltshire, Alfred 


Hudeon, Ernest Walter 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 

Law Srupents’ Desatina Socirzty.—Feb. 4.—Chairman, Mr. Croom 
Johnson.—The subject for debate was: ‘* That the case of Warren v. Brown 
(1902, 1 K. B. 15) was wrongly decided.’’ Mr. H. W. Pollock opened in the 
affirmitive; Mr. P. A. Koppel seconded in the affirmative; Mr. Basi: 
Watcou opened in the negative; Mr. W. H. Bishop seconded in the 
negative. The following members also spoke : Messrs. Pleadwell, Adams, 
Cooper- King, Seaton, Ely, Winett, Rendell, and Richardson. The opener 
heving replied, the chairman summed up, and the motion was lost by 12 





votes, 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Sir Joun Brappicxk Moncxton, the Town Olerk of the City of London, 
died on Monday night from pneumonia. He was educated at Rugby, and 
was articled to his father, Mr. John Monckton, Town Clerk of Maidstene. 
He was admitted in 1854, and for three years subsequently practised 
at Maidstone. He afterwards came to town to manage the 
brauch of his father’s firm then established in Gray’s-inn. Later 
the offices were removed to Lincoln’s-inn-fields, where he carried 
on practice in partnership with his brother-in-law, Mr. Long. 
In 1873 a vacancy occurred in the town clerkship by the death of Mr. 
Frederick Woodthorpe. After a keen contest, Mr. Monckton obtained the 
post, and was re-elected aunually in each subsequent year. He was 
universally recognized as eminently successful in the discharge of his 
onerous duties, and, as the Zimes remarks, was universally liked and 
respscted in the city asa most talented and competent cfficial, who had 
all the practice, precedents, and traditions of the ancient city at his 
fingers’ ends. We ourselves have on some occasions had to acknowledge 
his great courtesy in furnishing information and assistance with regard to 
matters affecting the city. He was knighted in 1880. He was a leading 
Freemason, being a Past Grand Warden, and for many years he was 
chairman cf the Board of General Purposes. He was also a governor of 
the Foundling Hospital and chairman of the Royal Female Orphan 
Asylum at Beddington. 


The death is announced of Mr. Cuartes Macro Wusson, solicitor, of 
Sheffield, the senior partner in the firm of Mersrs. Younge, Wilson, & Co. 
He was admitted in 1856 and held the office of Law Olerk to the Cutlers’ 
Company for thirty-six years, weap | his father in the post It is 
remarkable that there have been only three Law Olerks to the 
company, who have all been members of Mr. Wilson’s firm. 
By Mr. Wilson’s death, says the Sheffield Daily Telegraph, the legal 
profession in Sheffield loses one of its oldest and most distinguished 
members. His father was a solicitor before him, and the son clung 
through life to the parent’s example of jealously guarding the fair name 
of his calling. Mr. Wilson, who was joined in partnership over twenty 
years ago by Mr.Herbert Hughes, was on the best of terms with his brethren 
of the law, who admired his professional skill and his personal qualities. 
Mr. Wilson had been president of the Sheffield Incorporated Law Society, 
but it was at Bolsterstone and in the affairs of the West Riding that he 
found the real outlet for his work on behalf of the public. On the West 
Riding County Council, of which he was a member, he was held in high 
esteem. The members of the Wortley Union regarded it as an honour to 
have him on their body, and on that, and as chairman of the Stockbridge 
Urban Di-trict Council he rendered valuable service to the community. He 
was a zealous Churchman, and presented the Cbur.h at Bolsterstone with 
a chance), organ chamber, and vestry, and a handsomely-carved oak pulpit. 
He also interested himself in antiquarian mattera, and possessed an 
exceedivgly fine collection of old manuscripts chiefly relating to the 
records of Bo)sterstone and his own family, which was of great antiquity, 
going back to the time of Edward I. 





APPOINTMENTS 
Mr. H. A Girrarp, K.C., has been appointed Bailiff of Guernsey, in 
the place of Sir Godfrey Carey, retired. 
Mr. Heasert Parker Reep, K.C , has been elected Treasurer of Gray’s- 
inn for the ensuing year, in succession to Mr. Montague Lush, whose term 
of office will expire on the 7th of April, 1902. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 


Mr. P. Bruce Sxrart, solicitor, of 30 and 31, New Bridge-street, 
Ludgate-circus, E.C., has entered into partnership with Mr, J. A. T. 
Goon, formerly of Lombard-street, City. The firm will practise under the 
style of B:uce Searl & Good, at 5, John-street, Bedford-row. 


Di1ssoLuTIoNs. 


CuarLes Biacketr Skinner, Wrii1am Curist1AN Henry Onvrcn, and 
Joun Epwarp Sortitevx Micuatt, solicitors (Skinner, Church, & Michael), 
Sunderland and Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Jan. 30. So far as regards the 
said Charles Bl-ckett Skinner who retires from the firm. The ssid 
William Obristian Henry Church and John Edward Soilleux Michael will 
continue the said business under the present etyle or firm of Skioner, 
Church, & Michael. 

Watrer Oswatp Vizarp and Henry Txrropore Monro, solicitors 
(Vizard & Monro), Hastings House, 19, Norfolk-street, Strand, London 
Dee 31, [ Gazette, Feb. 4. 





GENERAL. 


Mr. Justice Jelf has consented to preside of the 70th annual dinner of 
the United Law Clerks’ Society, which will be held at the Hotel Cecil on 
Thursday, the 15th of May next. 

At the Royal Court of Guernsey on Saturday morning, says the Times, 
Mr. Henry Alexander Giffard, K O., who had been jurat since 1*99, was 
sworn in as bailiff or chief magictrate of Guernsey, to which he has been 
appointed, as stated elsewhere. 

Lord Justice Mathew will preside at the next lecture given under the 
auspices of the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association, which will take 
oe in the Middle Temple-hall on Tuesday, the 18th inst., when Mr. 

cOall, K.0 , will deliver an address on ‘‘Three Great Judges of Our 
Own Times,” 





Among the gentlemen called to the bar last week, stays the Daily News, 
at the dle Temple was Mr. Johannes Wilhelmus Jacobus W: 
a nephew of President Steyn. Mr. Roux has passed all his law examina- 
tions with honours in record time. Mr. Roux was surrounded by several of 
his countrymen, who are law students in England. In the gallery were 
his aunt and cousin, the sister and niece of President Steyn. 


The death is announced of Mr. Edward Fairfax Taylor, the taxing 
officer of the House of Lords, who eucceeded Mr. Alfred W. Dubourg in 
Gat oie « Sen eee Mr. Taylor, s the Zimes, had been about 
thirty-seven years in the service the House. He was a man of con- 
siderable learning, especially in the legal and constitutional history of the 
later Stuart period ; and he found time to edit one or two volumes for the 
Historical Manuscripts Commission. 

It was a case of attempted murder, says the St. James's Gazette, and the 
azcused was stated to have fired'two shots at his victim in rapid succession. 
Counsel (examining witness): ‘‘ You eay you the shots fired? ’’ 
Witness: ‘‘ Yes, sir.’’—‘‘ How near were you to the scene of the affray ?”’ 
“ At the time when the first shot was fired I was about ten feet from the 
shooter ’’—‘' Ten feet! Then tell the court how far you were when y 
heard the second shot fired.”—‘‘I didn’t meaeure the distances.”’— 
‘‘ Speaking approximately, how far should you say?” ‘‘ Well, I should 
think it was about half a mile!” 


After a continuous service of nearly half a century in the law firm of 
Evarts, Choate, & Beaman, Mr. Joseph H. Choate has, says the Canadian 
Law Review, withdrawn, and temporarily, at least, will discontinue the 
practice of law. Mr. Choate communicated his intentions to his associates 
some time ago, giving as his reason that his duties as Ambassador of the 
United States to England have a bis active participation in the 
affairs of the partnership for last two years, and that these duties 
would consume so much of his time for reveral years to come that it 
would be impossible for him to pursue his law sonetlien 


A Washington lawyer, says the Canadian Law Review, recently appeared 
as counsel in a case before a justice of the peace, and found it necessary to 
make frequent objections to the evidence the opposing counsel was 
attempting to introduce. The justice looked first annoyed and then 
indignant at these frequent ie it Finally he could contain him- 
self no longer, and roared out: “ t kind of a lawyer are you, any- 
way?” ‘I am a patent lawyer,’’ replied the attorney, with dignity. 
** Well,”’ retorted the justice, scornfully, ‘‘ when the | ae expires you 
will have a hard time getting it renewed. Go on with case.” 


A correspondent of the American journal, Case and Comment, calls 
attention to the following extract from an opinion of Sharswood, J., in 
Palairet’s Appeal (67 Pa. St. 479), where in Fah question of 

of 


the 

taking private property by the exerciee of eminent the court say: 
‘* When the King of Samaria coveted the little vineyard 

his palace, that he might have it for a garden of herbs, 
him a better vineyard than it, or, if it seemed good to him, the worth 

in money, he was met by the answer, ‘The Lord forbid tb 
1 should give the inheritance of my fathers unto thee.’ Would anyone 
hardy enough to stand up ia a republican country and claim for 
government a power which an eastern monarch dared not to assume? ’” 


At the Bodmin Assizes the case of Van Grutten v. Trevenen was tried. 


Fes3d2 


~~ 
g 


The plaintiff, says the Zimes, was possesxd of a } esta’e called 
** Rosewarne,” situated in the county of Cornwall. The farm, which was 
the subject of the present litigation, been occu the defendant 


for a considerable period on a tenancy from year to ° 
There had been a) tly some negotiations as to ee. 
and the plainui had concluded a sale on 
tenancy to the defendant was terminated 
anxious to purchase the farm, but the 
of it otherwise, and in consequence sent the defendant, ae 
his solicitors, notice to quit on the 26:h of September, 1900. 
plaintiff called the tman who had the 
stated that he refused to show the letter to the t 

the receipt. This the defendant refu-ed to do, so the postman 


took it away and m«rked it ‘‘refused.”” It was by certain 
witnesses that the defendant for several days had been out of the 


way when the postman came round with letters, but this the defendant 
denied. The jury decided that the defendant refused the notice, and that 
he knew it was a notice to quit. His entered judgment for the 
plaintiff, and held that, as a matter of law, the notice was a good one both 
under the Agricultural Holdings Act of 1888 as well as at common law. 
He granted a stay of execution on condition 
given within fourteen days. He also allowed 
apne has oe 
ys. 


af 
i 
: 








Waannine tro Inranprive Hovss Puncuaszns ann Lussuns. . 
c or renting a house, even for a short occu it is ad to 
have » Date oh Gey ntly Tested and 
Reported upon. wedge Sanitary Engineering Oo. (H. 
Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, W Established 
27 years. Tel : Sanitation, London. 
miatier--fasen tl 

For Txroat Inerration anp Coven “ ce Glycerine Jujubes” 
alwa eo ee They soften and clear — 
to 8 from co ,» soreness, or dryness throat. 
in labelled ting, price TH and Ia. 2 James Epps & Oo., Ltd., Homm@o- 
pathic Chemists, London.—[{Apvr. 
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Bids Norrs or Encianp Syxvicats, Liurrap—Oreditors are required, on or before March 18, 
COURT PAPERS. tend herpes nd dares sd erin of et Stl clio 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota ov Reoistzans 1» ATTENDANCE ON 














on Emencercy Aprrzat oo Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
Rora. No. KExeEwica. Brrwz. 
10 Mr. pee Mr. W. “ Mr. Pugh Mr. Pembert »n 
ll W. Leach Greswell iD Jackson 
Jack: W. Leach Pugh Pemberton 
Salene W. Leach Pagh 2 berton 
° ‘em 
° eco Greswell Jackson 
Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Farwkt. Bucx.ey. Joyce, Swinren Eavy. 
Monday, Feb. ............10 Mr, Farmer Mr. King Mr. Beal Mr. R. Leach 
Tuesda: wate Godfrey Church R. Leach Beal 
v Farmer King Beal Godfrey 
T Godfrey Chureh R. Leach I 
B Farmer King Church 
Godfrey Church R. Leach 











THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALE3 OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


Feb. 10.—Messrs. Davin Burnett & Co, at the Mart, at 2:—Absolute Reversion on the 
death of a lady, who will attain the age of ej ue nant Saas, bo Ere One-thirty-sixth 
Shares of £6,000 Three per Cent Debentures orth- Westera Railway Co., 
£3,000 Four per Cent. “reat Western Railway Co., £),923 Three per Ceat. Consolidated 
Debenture 8' London and South-Western Railway Co., £893 Perpetual Four-and-a- 
Half per Cent London, Brighton, and South poet Railway vo Jo. Solicitor, N. Herbert 
Smi . London. (See advertisements, Feb 1, p. 7 ) 

=_= 13. Mesers. Srimsox bn Sons, at the Mart, at 2: ’ Prechold Ground-rents of £66 per 

jum, secured upon 10 residences at ringay; Freehold Ground-rent of £5; Free- 
bold PI Plot of las: Deen hold Reridence ; ~ Res Leasehold Premises Roticitors, 
Messrs Ho'der & Wood, London.—In Three Lots, Freehoid Ground rents of £5, wT 
and end sis, secured uoon six houses at Peckham. Solicitors, Messrs, Colbatch, Clark, & 
Cane, Brighton. (See advertisements, Feb. 1, p. 7.) 


RESULT OF SALE. 
Brversion anp Lire Po.icigs, 


‘essrs. H, E. Fostex & Onanrizxp held their usual Sale a the above Interests at the 
Manet E.C.. on Thursday —_ a the following were Sold 


ABSOLUTE. REVERS 
To One tenth of rr O10: 4 ne a ee ee ee | 
To £4 000 India 3} per cent. Stock ... a pei -m 2,700 
To On+-twenty-fourth of £2 990 per aonom init oe os % 1,200 
LIPE POLICIES for £2,000; lifess _... i a - 1, 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fuipay, Jan. 31, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luoarep 1x Caancery. 


Avaican Westaatiax, Limitrep—Oreditors are required, «n or before March 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and the lars of their debts or claims, to st Fred 
ees = House, 37, Walbrook. Walis & Stallard, Old Jewry, solors ‘to the 

quida 

Agrnvas Stzam Lavuspey Co, Luntep (rx Liquipation)—Creditors ara required, on 
before Feb 22, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts oF 

Alfred G, Pugh, Liewelyn chmbrs, Liandodao 

Ca.eponrax Crus, Limtep (1m LiquipatTion)— Creditors are required, on or before March 
ye names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims to 
Alexander John Wood. This notice 4 no way refers to ys New Caledonian Club, 

registered on November poet 190 

Garnzn & Co, Lonrzp—Creditors 4. on or before Feb 15, to send their names 
and addresses, cad the pestieuiane of Gale Fe gt SS Joseph Charles Maisey 
and ~~ hyenas Dyson, 1, Bank st, Lecds. Hopps & "Bedford Leeds, solors rd 


liq 

Laks Virw Exrexpep Gotp Mixe (W.A.), Liurrzp—Creditors are required, on 
before March 29, to send a and addresses, and the gestioulans ¢ of their debts 
or clsims, to George Goldthorp Ha: 

Laxe View Sovran ae Mixe (W. it ), Lrurrzp - ae e required, on or before 
March 29, Sone send their ~~ and addresses, and the purtioulnns of their “Aebts or 

e Goldthorp Hay 
Nata, _ on Cruz (Brazmian) Rartway, Linitep—Creditors are rye on or 
ny Fa! . to send their names and add: dresses, and the particulars of their debts or 

claims, to alter Miller, 10, Finsbary circus 

Narionat Parwtixa Co, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 97. directed to be 
heard Feb 138 Tope, 11, Maiden In, Quean st, solors eS nye of — 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 12 

Or.tanvo Jones & Se. Limitep—Creditora are pw op on or before Steeh po to send 
their names and aédresees, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Stanley Kemp- 
Welch, York rd, oo Paris & Co, Southampton, slors to liquidator 

Tuxpaipck Weis Corn Excnaycr Co, ‘Loursp—Cretitors aes yh on 2 Bano 


tor William Henry Delven 2 ond abteczers, onl tha pet Wells.” eon 
Wolls selon to tke Havidaies Shines & Go, Tunbridge 


Waxerrizip Pumsmns Oo, Luntzp —Creditors are required, on or before March 22, to 


send their names and addresses, the of their debts claims, 
Arthur Kettle, 5, Tammy Ha'l st. tad the particulary of . - wane 


London Gazette,—Turnvay, Feb. 4. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luoorep mm CuHanorry. 
Axyriztp Pram axp District Civs Co, ge ne ne uired, on or before 
March send their na: and addresses, 
ot nae Bowes Footap tous, ane ist Plato, ae ir debts or claims, 
HARLES Bricut ee ‘or windin up, presented Jan 18, directed to be 
heard Feb 18. Norton & Co, 5 Old Broad et, solars tor petocrs Notice of 
suust seach the above-nomed nol later than © o'clock tn the the afternoon of Feb 1 
Dawsow, Scum. & Co, Ease (os VotunTary Sppesnarson)—Ceeinese ave are required, 
on or before March 14, to send their names and pe. 8 heed nig vos their 
cehte of claims, So Mr Hasold Mather, 10, Acrestiell, Bolton Co, Manchester, 


olteucer 6 Bens Bayiey, Limrrep (1 me Lesspases — Creditors are required, on or before 
Masdh $1, 0 cond thelr names md cbdeaoan ana the cular of their debi or 


particulars 
claims, Baward Thomas Wri Hillville, % dewinf Stourbridge. Beale 
Co, Bitmlnghass, soloee to Liuidetes - ous " 


liquidator 
Bixcarons Gas Co, Lunrsp (1x Votuntany LiquipaTion pan are required, on 
A Ftd, pames and addresses. and iculars of acbts or 


—— to Samuel a p Robert Monro Christie, 98. st; and all creditors 
residing out oat of the ited Kingdom, before April 7, to Albert Ford, Singapore, agent of 
uidators 


M Gas 8 ™ a = 
ag + oh SrarrorpsuizE Monp Gas om ees oe = one by a, = = 
to Arthur Labron Lowe, 36, Waterloo st, 


claims, ed 
Woo apy epee are requi * Ca fore March Be send their 
“a names and 4 the partialars of bts or claims, to Mr Peter Burns 
Conly, Swanley — Havel & Co, Cornhill, a to liquidator 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gasette.—Faivay, Feb. 4. 


a Hersert Argeze, Bristol, py Be, March 5 Wills v Jenkins and Another, 
Swinfen Eady, J Bobbett, 44, Corn st, B 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cuaim. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Jan. 17. 
foam, Wess Aexanpen, Brockley, Fruitbroker Feb 17 Leadam & Co, Austin 


Axenoyp, Josers, Bradford Feb 2& Vint & Co, Bradford 

Baier, Rev Joan, Cowes, lof W March 1 Stevens, F. Surr 

Bartiert, Ricu aRD, Peru, Americs, Engineer Feb 20 Barnes & Thomts, Brackley 
Bennett, Many Richmond mes 12 Sprostoa, Newcastle under Lyme 

Best, Cuanies Epwakp, Westgateon Sea, Tailor Feb 11 Burrows, meant 

Boonz, Tuomas, Uister pl, ph ements P Park Feb28 Peake & Co, Bedford row 

Bowes Isaac. me Kanes b 28 Higham, Manchester 

Bramiey, Husest, iaacaill, Notts, Timber Merchant Feb 138 Maples & MocCraith, 


No 
Bromiey, Epwix, Sheffle’d, Carter Feb 22 Parker & Co, Rotherham 
Baowy, THomas SCALES, nw Re = 31 6 ne ere 
BYRNE, oe = Masy, D Feb 22 Collyer-Bristow & 


Co, 
Cannes, ‘Ourv vm. Avaustus GzoncE, OE Sussex Feb2i Wilkins, Iiminster gdns, 
CuarRy, a Wii1am, Bethnal Green, Provision Merchant Feb 23 Anning & Co, 


pE Ciuzzav. Marcargt, Weston super Mare Feb 24 Mooring & Co, Bournemouth 
Fiewitt, Georce Mortimer, Keyworth, Notts Feb 13 eae & MeCraith, Nottingham 
wane oe Rosegt, Park rd, St John’s Wood ‘orster-Cooper, Moor 


Frost Pilesaes Hungarton, Farmer Feb 18 GE & F Bouskell, Leicester 

Gi, Buizasers, Helpringham. Lincs Feb 23 Smith & Co, Folkingham 

Git, Wi111Au, Hel Feb 28 Smith & Co, Folkingham 

Gopparp, Mary anx, Loaden and - ed Luaatic Asylum, Ilford Feb8 Shore & Co, 
Gt Bt Thomas Apostie, Queen 

Granan, Jonny, Dalston, Cum! Geikotena. Jan31 8 & H 8 Cartmell, Carlisle 

HaA.vett Grseee, © Bridgwater, Labourer Feb 21 Wansbrough & Co, Bristol 

Harpwick, Jouy, Ab’ Leigh, 8 Somerset, Innkeeper March 8 O'Donoghue & Anson, 


1.4 March1 Stone & Co, Tunbridge Wells 
Hopason, Ricnarp, Hur@or on Tee’ Darham, Builder Feb 19 Bowes, Darlington 
Howagp, Gzorce, Warrivgton, Broker March Browne & Crumpton, 


Ww 
Huwt, Many Ayn Mies, Marnbull, Dorset Feb 28 Meader & Hunt, eng Newton 
Into, Ropert Lampert Tusyes, Swanwick, Hants Feb 2s Bircham & Co, Parliament 


st, Westminster 

Jenxins, Joun BLanpy, jun, Kiogston Bagpuize, Berks Feb 15 Morland & sm Abing ion 

Jounson, Avice, Bradford, Feb 28 Rawnsley & Peacock, Brad 

Jounsoy, James, Aspull, Lanes, Provision Dealar March t A ~~ & a Wig in 

Kent, CHar.es, Dewlish, Dorset, Farmer March 1 wey Dorchester 

Keyes, Cuantes VAtentine, Chelsea, Lieutenant H M Ss Staff Corps Feb 21 
K J Keyes, yes, 19, St Loo mansions, Chelses 

Kyicutow, Acnrs, Kenton eachcroft & Co, — > ee 

Luoyp, Jutia Fuiier, Bath Feb 28 Warrens, Gt Russell 

Loxaworts, Jaws, Sharples, nr Bolton Feb 22 Mather, Bo 

ee Sir Franxuix, Southborough, Kent March 1 Walker & Co, Theobalds rd, 

‘sian 

Measom, W1i114m, Burton on Trent ye 2a J& Af J Drewry, Burton on Trent 

Mewnnewt, Tuomas, Woodhouse Eaves, Leicester b18 GE « F Bo a unas 

Moorss, Mary, Brockenhurst Feb22 He ippen all & & Clark, Lymington, Han‘ 

Newe.t, Bey Cunristian Faeperick, Somerset Feb 15 ‘eaten & 


Crewkerne 
Nuswx, Francis, Braintree Feb 17 Holmes, Braintres 
Patmer, Many Ayn, Tenby, Pembroke Feb 2i Lock & cae. Tenby, Wales 
Parry, Rev Wittiam Wangyen, Soutbsea Feb 23 Pinsent & 
Pickirs, Witt1am, Meltham, ar Haidersield, Cab Proprietor Feb 15 Ramsden & Co, 


Quirk, Jouw Mitien. Ebtsln, ne 1s or Liv Feb 20 Essex Sisend 
BRawstTHogne, J —_ s, Aughten, Lanes ahe Hims & 
— Exuma, W ark rd, Bayswater Feb 26 Colipe Beintoe & Oo, Bedford 


Ro.t , Feavcis, Lyndburst, Hants Feb1 Capsl & Co, ‘~~ inn, Strand 
Ross, Wituiam WILupers, ee oe cae Feb 6 Walker & Go, 8 

Ross, ANNIE, Wi . Notts Collyer-Bristow & Co, B =} Sow 

Siursox, EvizaBEeTH ‘SHER, Mistloy. 4 & 

SuirHson, Tuomas, Facit, near Ecchdate, Cotton Spinner Feb 28 Cooper & Sons, Man- 


Sranton, EiizaBeTH SHagr, Wisbech St Peter Wy 1 Fowler, Useingham 
STEVENS, Mary Axx, Lewisham Bob —* Pearce & Sons, Giltspur st 


Brist 
Haznis, Gzorce, Southbor 





8 

THoRsE, Masry, Feb 14 

TuRoweRk, Mary, Settalk Febi4 Mayhew & Sons. Saxmuadham 

Sommew, EDwarp Winterton, C B,; Paddington Feb26 Johnson & Master, Theobalds 


‘ord row 
Urtey, \ aoe Halifax, Civil Engineer Feb14 Land & Foster, Halifax 
Vase Arg fe Cepthall emery OSE Lieut 2ad I righ Fosiliers, Bulford Camp 
oe Tuomas, Geananis gfe, South Hampstead Marchil Wragg, Devonshire 


ont, Heeioes Meshont Feb 17 Mother & Sen. Savergecl 


Wares, Wits, Li 
- 14 Travell, N 


Wippowsor, ys, New 





nm 
Wiowr, Ma Nenad oy lit 
Se ees Ant Muka deb 35 Levene & Dank, Whe 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette, —Faivay, Jan. 31, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Ba.uncer, Evizaseta Janz, Bowness on Wind 
Wee a Tobacconist Kendal Pet Jan 28 
Jan 2 


rm E, and A Kinsrzis, Assembly mews, Mile End 
High Court Pet Dec 3i Ord Jan 28 
Busrett, THomas, Lower Edmonton, Hide Splitter Ed- 
monton Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 
Craze, Wittiam, Lelant, Cormwall, Horse Dealer Truro 


Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 
Davies, Davin, eam, e, Licensed Victualler 


Pembrok 
7 x Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 
Dez.ey, Joszrn Tertius, Manchester, Labouring Fore- 
man Manchester Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 97 
Dewsy, Begwarp, Grocer Sheffield Pet Jan 
27 Ord Jan27 
Evans, ~h-y Fm Hay Merchant Aberdare Pet 


7 >" Sema Harrogate, Grocer York Pet Jan 27 
‘an 
Gnegan, 2 cane Pye, avagent, Gua Liverpool Pet 


Grove, Harry, and Heyry Hii, Netherton, Worcester, 
Builders Dudley Pet Jan 27 letetene 

Sarees orcester 

” Ord Jan 27 

, Lines, Baker + Pet 


JonEs, + Winsaam, ———, pp Cumann, Grocer Portmadoc 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 
me. Joun Gzorez, Sunderland, Builder Sunderland 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 24 
Lock, Davin, Cardiff, Fruit Dealer Cardiff Pet Jan 27 
Ord Jan 27 


Lowper, Tuomas, Cleverley, = | Common Brewer 
Madeley Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 

Muse, Faeperick, Fulham rd, Florist High Court Pet 
Jan27 Ord Jan 27 

Horras, Hewry, Barrowford, Commission Agent Burnley 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 

Oxy, Sram Lady Pit Lm Leeds, Boiler Maker Leeds 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 


Sic,” VERNON Run Caterham Vall Surrey, 

ter Pol Jan 27 Ord Jan 3 : 

Pavey, G@zorce, Ha Heath, Oorn Merchant 
Brighton Pet Jan Ord Jan 28 


Portis Court ARTHUR ALBERT, Dunstable, Bteaw Hat Manu- 
facturer Luton Pet Ji 


a Ry Sy ae 
cE, JosiAH JOuN, yr 
Tydfil Pet Jan 9 Jan 27 


ScuaRrre, ANNIE, A upon Trent, Licensed Victualler 
Stoke upon Trent Pet ng & 7 Ord Jan 27 

Guanes, ARTHUR, Zoten,, Soe Bottler Preston Pet 

Sur ong My oe Stanground, = ts, Builder Peter- 
TH, JAMES Hunt, ‘un r 
borough Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 


Brixz, Grorcs, Radcliffe on Treat, Notts, Commercial 
veller Nottingham Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 
Transy, AnTuus Anny, Sheffield, Builder 
Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 


Usmson, Wiitiam, Little Lever, Lancs, Joiner Bolton 
Pet Jano? OriJan2 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Jan 21: 
Kemp, Atrazp, Oxford Oxford Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 


eames —\ ~~~) “> * ie 
London Gazette of Jan 24 
Poutstox, Twomas GzoRcE, Cheltenham, Hairdresser 
Cheltenham Pet Janis Ord J 


FIRST egy erase 
Avxersox, Ricuarp, sen, dhurst, 
Butcher Feb 10 at 8 96, STeaple dhanie chmbra Temple av 
Basyert, BE, and A Einstein, 
liat12 Ban bldgs, CGusey ¢ a 
Bares, Epwarp Sauv: rd, Crouch End, 
er Feb7 ati2 bldgs, Carey st 
Baxter, Frepericxk Joux, whe a, Cambridge, 


me 5S OA OE on, 6 Petty Cury, 

ge 

Brawixcuam, Percy, Merthyr Prof-ssor of Music 
Fed7at12 185, "High st, Mexth: im. yr Tydfli 

Brisitey, THomas Hospay,. ARTHUR “nates Ispertt, and 

zrT THomas Bristky, Dover, Buidders Feb 8 at 


12 Hotel, 
Derey, Josgru Te Manchester, Foreman 
= tl — po ry Labouring 


Harrison, Witi1am Arruur, Owston Lincs, Assist- 
ant Schoolmaster Feb 1i at 12 Off Heo, 31, Silver st, 


—— Frepericx = Sous, Momouth, Hauher Feb 7 at 11 
Hi "Hatiebeey Worcester, Market Gardener 
pice Off Rec, Wi ; 


prety Lee 


Ho 
"st" 126, High 


Feb 7 at 12 
Howazp, Danie., Leyton, - ad Grocer 
ae Boy Jon, Lanore, nr Swansea, Irn Pounders 


High st, Swansea 
Lovett, Gutnuas Jo ye Manufac- 


2, way app, London 


w 
a Rr , Lydd 6. Feb 
maT at'29) County Court Offices, 24, Onubelige 10, 


Monga, Jax JAMES oe i. Citew Feb 10 


Moraisox, rd te Normans Gateshead, "toc Feb 7 at 11.90 

ouin teen he Soenee Feb 10 at 11.90 Of 
23, Park row, Leeds 

Porrzr, Wii114m Jonx, Bournemouth Feb7 at 12.80 Off 


Grocer Feb? 


Palater Feb 7 at 10 30 


Peyats. ey sae ese 
Cee, Gzorcs Farpenick. Norwich, House Furnisher 
ie on Go a ee 
Srzruensox, WILLiAM, Scarborough, 
Tailor Feb 7 at 11.80 74, Newborough, Scar- 


— Wo Wolveamgton 
atll Off Reo, W 
Roox, Arrnur Sam, Piymowt, 
6, wy 


Taompsox, Exxzst Henny, Te mntnesta, ine, Polat Feb 
Tatil Off Rec, 15, Osborne Grimsby 
Tuornz, AnNoip (Lixps.ey, diay parade, Leeds Febj10 
11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Tosixs, Maurice, Spitatfic Hist Manufacturer Feb 10 
atl Yenkreptey SS 
mmson, WILLIAM, Lever, , Joiner Feb 10 
Wann, tao, Draper Feb 7 at 2,30 
ILKINSON, JACOB 
Off Ree, 4, Castle at, No 
Wooprorp, Grorcr 
Builder Feb 10 at 8 Off Bec, 172, aight B st, Bouth- 
ampton 
Amended notices substituted for those hed in 
WP cine eto 
Boome a oa, Baker Feb 4 at 4 
Rec, Cam u oat ee 
Wineiaps, James, Fotineuth, Bui Feb 4at3 Off 
Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, 





ADJUDICATIONS 


Batiixerr, Exizasera Jans, Bowness on bee =| 
——s Tobacconist Kendal Pet Jan 28 
an 


Bro Groncz AwnrTnory. Camberwell grove, 
Camberwell ov 27 Ord Jan 27 
Buaretrtr, Tromas, Hide Splitter 

Edmoston Pet Jan Ord Jan 27 
Craze, ee Horse Dealer Traro 
Pet Ji Jen 27 


Davis, Daviv, Cilgerran, Pembroke, 
Victualler Carmarthen ge Nal Ord Jan 27 
Deztey, Joszpa Trativs, Old Trafford, Manchester, 
Tabouring Foreman Manchester Pet ‘Jan 27 Ord 


Densy, Berna Rotherham, Yorks, Grocer Sheffield 
Pet Jan37 Ord Jan 27 ° 


‘an 28 Jan 8 

Favx, Joux, Earl Leicester, Butcher Leicester 
Pet Ji Ord Jan 

Fowsay cama te, Grocer York Pet Jan 27 


an 
Grorce, Wim. Epxvxp, atten, Sune, Btaircase 
Maker Croydon Pet Deo 17 Ord Jan 





Mia Odd an Liverpool Pet 
Grovz, Hanay, Ook San pag 
Dudley A led 

a Court Pet iat Ord Sens 


Hosss ‘orcester, 
Oe a Vinasinn Detley Posten st Ovd Jen of 


Sores Ree tte 


Hovarriage Lamp Makers Birmingham Pet Jan 0 ay 


Jan 8 
James, Amos, Lines, Baker and Grocer Peter- 
2 borough Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 
0) Lo Carsarvo Grocer Portma‘oc 
"Ps Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 - 


Liprrt, Euity, LL 1 
Detler Oct 


URIBL, Feanx 
"5 aly 22 Ord Jan 38 


Hesny, 
Baraley Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 7" 
Ox.ar, Guonos, Leeda, Boll Maker Leeds Pet Jan a7 


a Carprater tay Orovdon Pet Jan 3 Le. 
Prices, Josian Jonny, . a Tydfil, Fitter Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Jan ‘an 37 
J m, ARAL 7 wer 
an jan 
N i Builder Peter- 
ee 


Trent, Not 
Traveller "h °? 


am Pet Jan 27 God Jon Br 

Sraxtey, Antuua, Victoria st, Westminster, Musical 

fectrement High Court Pet Nov 8 Ord 

20 

Troxas, Eon Eowix +fy and Hzasert t= Tuomas, 
Ta J Moreax, W'  § —s Tut and 

OMAS Ae AN, Wittiam Hvoson 

Ev Chesham, Bucks, ‘Tailors 


Aylesbury Pet Jan 27 Jan 2 
nar A ae 2” 9 
an + = 
Ticunurst, es une, Betien, Carriage Builder 
Pet Jan 18 Ord Ja 


Amended notice substituted for that ot ul athe 
London Gazette of Jan 1 


Marq . Avraep Wii" ERT, Streatham, Com- 
ee rt Wand:worth Aree Mev 13 Ord Jan 14 


Amended notice substituted for thet published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 24 


Po . THO Groncz, Cheltenham, Hairdresseer 
“Gheltenham Pet Jan 18” Ord Jan 18 


London Gasette.—Tusspay, Feb. 4. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Berrs, Recixavp, Chemist Ipswich Pet 
. Jan 16 Ord Jan29 
Buerraver, Lociano, Manchester Manchester Pet Jan 


Bromiry 4] ‘arwick, Licensed 
Victualler Wi Paden O Dod Junto 





NEW SERIES. 


NOW READY. 


THE JOURNAL OF COMPARATIVE LEGISLATION. 


PUBLISHED UNDER THE DIRECTION OF THE SOCIETY OF COMPARATIVE LEG/SLATION. 
No, 8. 


Price 5s. 





1. Council and Executive Committee of the 
Society. 

2. The Hon. J. Choate: Biographical Notice and 
Portrait. 

3, Non-Christian Marriage. 

4. The History of the Law of Nature: A Pre- 
liminary Study. 

5. Booty of War. 

6. The Most Favoured Nation Article, 

7. International Commission on Sentences. 

8. Comparative Legislation as to Habitual 
Drunkards. 


9. The Parda Nashin Woman and her Protection 
by British Courts of Justice. 





CONTENTS: 


10, Modes of Legislation in the British Colonies: 
Natal, 
1. Table of Marriage Laws of Four Typical Com- 
munities—Hindu, Mohammedan, Parsi, and 
Christian—of British India. 
12. Review of the of the British 


of Legislation. I. U: 

British-India. Ill. Eastern Colonies, IV. 

V. South Africa. VI. West 

VII. South Atlantic. VIII. North 
American Colonies, IX. West Indies. X. 

13, Index to Review of Legislation. 

14. Notes. 
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Bunce, Gzorcr, Norton, nr Doncaster, Grocer Wake- 
field Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Cann, Wasesan, Scarborough, Bellhanger Scarborough 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Crockxatt, Joux, Liandudao, Licensed Victualler Bangor 
Jan 30 Ord Feb1 

Danna, Wittiam Aatuvr, Leicester, Cycle Dealer Leicester 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 3) 

Davies, Tuomas, Cenarth, en, Farmer Car- 
masthen Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 

Destaxretp, Lox, Bridgend, cam, General Dealer 
Cardiff Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Wim, Truro, Cycle Agent Truro Pet Jan 30 
0:4 Jan 3) 


Bverart, Tuomas iaiew, Rae, Cael Leomiast-r | 


Pet Jan 30 Ord J 

Feaa, Witiiam, Plaistow, Essex, Builder High Court 
Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 31 

Fonngrgav, Pair, Knightsbridge Greea, Brompton rd, 
Horse Dealer High Court Pet Jani4 Ord Jan 31 

@tem, Farpsericxk Epwanp Old Trafford, nr Manchester 
Salford PetJanié Ord = . 

Go.tpstaix, Sotomon, Sion sq, Whitechapel, Tailor’s 
Presser Hign Court Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 81 

Hay. Witi1am, Soutn shields Newcastle on Tyne Pet 
Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 

—_ | Pency, Castleford, Yorks, Provision 
Deaie: akeficld Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan si 

Ho.uaxp, Janes, Elland, Yorks, Labourer Halifax Pet 
Jan27 O.d Janwz 

Tiecewe, Tuomas Easrnt, Crouch Ead, pote | in Works 

High Court Pet Jan 30 Ord J 

Weosen Wittiam Gaimsaaw a Yorks, Publican 
Bradford Pet Janis Ord Jan 

Ivixy, Jonny Epwanrp, Trinity sq, "Tea Merchant High 
Court PetJani0 Ord Jan #1 

Kuarmax, Henry Airazp, Ashcombe, Devon, Farmer 
Eseter Pet Jan27 urd Jan 27 

Lucxuam, Wituiam, Heavitree, Devon, comments 
Traveller Exeter Pet Jan3) Ord Jan 3 

MitcHe.., Frayx, Grampound, Cornwall, Builder Truro 
Pet Feb1 Ord Feb i 

Moors, Joszru, Gorleston, next Gt Samet, Dealer 
@t Yarmouth Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 

Morr, yo? H, Pancras In High Court Pet Nov 20 

an 29 

Newron, Samvuet Barron, aoe. Mechanical Engineer 
Sheffieia Pct Feb1 vrd Feb 

Price, Gerarp, Blackpool, Séceeel Victualler Preston 
Pet Jan 18° Ora Jan 31 

Puen, Cuaares, Welingborough, Fish Hawker North- 
ampton PetJan 30 Ord Jan 

Ross, Arazp, Pentonville rd, Cierkenwell, Builder High 

Ret Febi Ord Fe bi 

Boss, Wituiaw Daniet, Leeds, Piiater Leeds Pet Jan 29 

Ord Jan 29 

Savunpzas, Hexny Grorcr, Bishops Down, nr Salisbury, 
Auctioneer Salisbury Pet Jani7 Ord Jan al 

Suaw, Hesperr Coates, Middiesborough, Yorks, Watch- 
maker Middlesboreugh Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 29 

Siursox, Horteysivs Cotas, Shrewsbury, General Dealer 
Sbr. Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Surrx, Gzozcz, Burton on Trent, Bot Dealer Burton on 
Trent Pet Jan3) Ord Jan 30 

Tavatey, WaLter Eumanvgt, Old Fletton, Hunts Peter- 
borough Pet Jan3i Ura Jan 81 

Torrzn, Wriu1aM Atraep, Lianelly, Tobacconist and 

acy Dealer Carmarthen Pet Jan31 Ord Jan 31 

Tense, 5 Joun Rosert, Bury 8t Edmunds, Joiner Bury St 
Eaému.s Pet Jan 80 Ord Jan 30 

Waruese.t, Ricaarp Ronixson, Hetton le Hole, Durham, 
Builder Durham Pet Jan 13 Ord Jan Sl 

Woamarp, Burax, East Hardwick, nr Pont-f-act, Yorks, 

ackamith Wasefield Pet Fed1 Ord Peb 1 

bee? em, Dalston jusc, Merchant High Court 

.d Jan 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Asrauam, Davin, Briton Ferry, Glam, Fireman Feb 13 
atj2 Off Res, 31, Alexandra 1d, Swansea 
Beament, Gzorce _— Poole, Pork Butcher Feb 11 
at 1230 Off Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 
Biaxetr, Toomas Wii114M, Haltwhisile, Northumberland, 
Gro:er Febilati2 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
easter, (srocer Feb 11 


Lower Edmonton, Hide Splitter 
"Feb | 2at12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Templ av 
Crazz, Wituiau. Leiant, Cornwali, Hersee Dealer Feb 12 
@61130 Off R=c Boscawen st, Cruro 
Danys, WILLIAM ARTHUR Leicester, Cycle Dealer Feb 11 
at 8 Off Rec, :, t-rridg- st. Leicester 
Davigs, Davin. Ciigerran, Pembruke, _ Baad 
Feb 15 at 12.45 Off Bee, 4, Queen st, Car Car’ 
Davies, Joun, Ciyday, Pembroke, Labourer Tb is 15 at 11 
Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
Daviss, Jous ‘Aeway, Svuthport, Coal Merchant Feb 12at 
2 Uff tee, 45, Victoris st, Liverpool 
Davizs, Tuomas, Cenar:h, Uarmartnea, Farmer Feb 15 
at 12.16 Uff Rec, 4, Queen st, Carm 
LE, WiLLiam, fraro, sgent Feb 12 at 12.30 
6 scawen st, fruro 
RBu.s, Frevexicx, Southport, Commission Agent Feb 12 
atl2 Off Rec, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Pavx, , Esri Shilton, Live-ter, Butcher Feb 11 at 
128% Off Kec, 1, Ber e at, 
Fras, Wictiam, Plaistow, Mesex, Builder Feb 18 a} 11 
Bantruptey bldgs, Carey st 
Fiztcuer, omg Ea Wy,combe Feb 12 at 3 Bank- 


Gotpex. Apgar, ‘opthatl court Feb 14 at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy bidg, ‘arey 8° 
Gaeoouy, 4 1LLIAM ol Flint, Farmer Feb ii at 11 
Th y, *reaham 
Gawsirus, @itLiAM anecraix Liwyngwri!, Merioaeth, 
eaye: Nacon4atli Lvwahall, ab-rysteyth 
Guinpg.tt, Hezseet, HM P. Kingston upon Hall, 
11 at 11 


| 


| Hooxway, 


| 





Haven, —_ 2 Joun Barbican, Fur Merchant Feb 12 at 
12 okruptcy bldgs, need et 

Hangais a Old Montague st, Whitechapel, Cora 
Chandier Feb 12 at i “Gankry itey bldgs. Carey st 

Hay, Wiiiiam, ae Shields Feb 11 at 1130 

Off Rec, 30, M ere Mowenstle on Tyne 

Hoses, Groncze Frepeaicx, Netherton, Worcester, 

Licensed Victualler Feb ;11 at 12 Of” Rec, Wolver- 
hampton st y 

Susie, James, Elland, Yorks, Labourer Feb 12 at 8 
Off Ree, Townhall cnmbrs, Halifax 

Gitpert Voppen, Beaford, Devon, Farm r 

Feb 11 at 2 Mezsrs Sanders & Son, High st, 
Barnstaple 

Howes, Watrer, and Eanest Newtox, Birmingham 
oe Lamp Makers Feb 12at12 174, Vorporation 

, Bi miogham 

ped Epwarp, Morston st, Pimlico. Musi:a’ 
Composer Feb 17 at 230 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Kemp, Atraep, Oxford Feb 11 at 12 1, st A’dates, 
Oxford 

Kwarmax, Henry Atrrep, Ashcombe, Devon, Farmer 
Feb 2)at1)3) Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Lewis, wir Ab rgwynti, Glam, Coal Miner Feb 13 at 
11.80 Off Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, Swaocsea 

Lucxsam, Witt1am, Heavitree, Devon, Ccmmercial 
Traveller Feb wat 10.3) Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus 
ixeter 

Mitre, Farpesics, Fulham m Greengrocer Feb 17 at 12 

ruptey b , Carey st 

JosEra, orleston, nr Gt Yarmouth, Dealer 

15at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Caterham Valley, Surrey, 

on 


Moore 
Feb 
Paynizers, VeERvow E.uze, 
Carpenter Feb 11 at It 80 24 Railway app, 


Puiturs, Lewis, Manchester st, King’s Da Bailder 
Feb 13 at1l Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Puiturrs, Tomas Scott, Pembroke Feb 28 at 1230 
Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 

Pizxpoint, Frank Grist, Greenwich, Theatrical Manager 
Feb 11 at 12.80 24, Railway a , London Bri 

Portox, ABTHUR ALpERr, Dunstable, —" Straw Hat 
Maoufacturer Feb 13 at 2 = b U 
53, George st, Luton 

Price. Grrarp, Blackpool, Licensed Victualler Feb 13 at 
11 Off Rec, 14, Uhapel st Preston 

Paice, JosiaH Jou, Merthy a Fitter Feb 11 at 12 
136, Hign st, Merthyr Tydil 

Ross, Wittram Danrex, Leeds Feb12 atlil Off Reo, 22, 
Park row, Leeds 

Saunpers Henry Groncs, Bishop’s Down, nr Salisbury, 
Auctioneer Feb il ati45 Off Rec Eadless st, Salis- 





bury 
pun... 4 Horrensivs “ores, Shrewsbury, General Daaler 
Feb 18 at 10.80 Off Ree, 4%, St John’s hill, Shrewsbury 


Baker Feb 12 at11 

174, Corporation st, Burmiagham 
Bwirr, Joszrs, Bradley, nr Bilston, Staffs, Licensei 
Be. ctualler Feb 11 at il Off Rec, Wolverhampton st, 


Suatcuen Atrrep, Hammersmith, Jobbing Builder Feb 
l14ati12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Vantry, Hersert Srantey, Tooley st, Eist India 
Merchant Feb 18at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey s< 
Watson, Saromox Georce, Hovs;, — Feb 18 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, ~ ton 
Feb 12 at 11 Bankrup‘cy 
Feb l4at 3 


Surrn, Eavest Abert, Birmiagham, 


Waueattey. 0 H, Bloomsbury 
bl arey st 

Woop. Emma, Wirksworth, Derby, Farmer 
Off Rec, 47, Fu'l st, Derby 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Aanonovitca, Bosscam, Sheffield, Tobacconist Sheffield 
Pet Jaa 30 Ord Jan 30 

Batuo, “1i.1AM Joss, Finchley, Nurseryman Barnet 
Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan29 

Bunce. Grorce om oe Doncaster, Grocer Wakefield 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Cask WitiaM SemScocnsh, Bellhanger Scarborough 
P.t Jan8) Ord Jan 


Darys WiitiaM ARrtuve, , Pees Leicester 


Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan30 

Davigs, Tuomas, Cenarth, Carmarthen, Farmer Carmar- 
then Pet Jan30 Ord Jan 30 

Destayre.p, Lzoy. Bri 
diff Pet Jan30 Ord Jan 

Dopps, Jouy Forses, King’s Heath, Worcester, Olerk 
Birmingham Pet Jan16 Ord Jan 81 

Deumsie, *1LL1am, Truro, 
8) Ord Jan 80 

Everatu 
minster Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 

Fippy, Isaac Wiitiam, Worstead, Norfolk, Licensed 
Victuslier Norwich Pet Jan 25 Ord Feb1 


| Francis Joun Szans, Northampton, Bo.t Upper Manufac- 


| Moons, Joszrx, Gorleston, next Gt Yarmouth, Dealer Gt | 
Of Ree, 


turer Northamoton PetJaa10 Ord Jan 31 
Hapier. seTHvr Jonny, Beech st Barbican, Far Merchant 
High Cours Pet Dec 23 Ord Jan 31 


Hazagis, Davin, Higher Broughton. + a Watchmaker 


Manche+er Pet Jan17 Ord Fe 


Hetssy, Eryvest, Agruur, Chorlton cum Hardy, Cyc'e | 


Dealer a Pet Dec 21 Ord Jan 31 

HeprinsTacu m Percy, Castleford 
Dealer Wakedeld Pet Jan 31 Jan 31 

Hotvayp, James, 1 Yorss, L-bourer Halifax Pet 
Jao 27 Ord Jan 27 

Kyapmay, 
Exeter Pe Jan27 Ord J 

Lecxsam, Witiiam, 
‘vravellet Gx-ter Pet Jaa3) Ord Jan 3) 

Masoyx, James, Kidd -rminster, Draper Kidderminster 
Pet Vee 9 Ord Jan 29 

Mitcug.., Frawx, 


Pt Jan27 Ord Jan 27 
Grocer Newcastle on 
Ord Jan 30 


Yarmouth 
Morzisoyx, Epwaxzp, 
Tyne Pet Jan 24 





> am, General Dea'er Car- | 


Cycie Agen; Truro Pet Jan | 
Tuomas, Ludlow. Sake, Cattle Dealer Leo- 


Yorks, Provision | 


Hewey AL¥Eep, Fy ~ ae Devon, Farmer ' 
a Devon, Commercial 


Newron, -_ Bazroy, Sheffield, Mechanical Engin-e 
Sheffield Pet Peb1 Ori Feb 
Ossorxe, a Epaar, Luton, Baker Luton Pet Jan © 


8 OrdJan 30 
at, King’s Cross, Bullder 


Pariurs, Lewis, Manchester st, 
h Court Pet Janis Ord Jan 

Porrox, AgTHuR ALBERT, Dunstable " Bods, Straw Hat © 
Manufacturer Lu'on Pet Jan2) Ord Febi 3 

Poon, Cuaares, Wellingborough, Fish Hawker North- 

— Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 3 

Ross, WittiAu DanreL, Leeds Leds Pet Jan 2) Ord 
Jan 29 

Suaw, Hersert Coates, Middlesborough, Yorks, bo ch. 
maker Middlesborough Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 

Sipson, Horreysivs Cores, Shrewsbury, General Dealer 
Shrewsbury Pet Jan 3) Ord Jan 31 

Sairn, Exvest ALBERT, en Baker Birmiogham 
Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 3 

Sita, Gzoree, Burton on Trent, Bot Dealer 
Trent Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 4 

Svrc.irrs, Jonny, Aston, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham 
Pet Dect Ord Jan 31 

TaorneE, Aas Linpstey, Lesds Leeds PetJan7 Ord 
J 


Burton on | 


‘an 27 

Taverey Water Eumanver Old am, Hurts Peter 
borough Pet Jan3i Ord Jan 3 

Torren, Wiitiam ALFRED Laney, Tobacconist Car 

Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 3 

Tusyxex, Joun Rosert, Bury St Laem, Joiner Bury 
8t Edmunds Pet Jan3) Ord Jan 30 

Wa iis, Aptaur Ricnarp Beminsesaith, Builder High 7 
Court Pet Dec 31 Ord Jan 29 

Wormatp, Bryan, Bast Hardwick, nr P ntefract, Yorks, 

Blacksmith Wakefield Pet Feb1 Ord Feb i 








Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Soxicirors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct te 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 

Annual Subscriptions, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE? 
Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL, £1 6s. ; by post, £1 88. § 
WEEKLY REPORTER, £1 63. ; by post, £1 88, 
Soxicirors’ JOURNAL “a WEEKLY 
REPORTER, £2 128., post-/ree. 

Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 
law calf, 5s. 6d. 


22, 9d. ; half 
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Guaranteed Pure Tobact? 
6J.HILL,L™ LONDON,F| 


ESTABLISHED 1775 


FOR THE PIPE, 
HILL’S 
BADMINTON ctataxiay MIXTURE 


18 PERFECTION. 
6D. PER 1 OZ, PKT; | 28; PER }-LB: TIN: 
18. 2 » 4s. » 4-LB. 


Also Smoke Hill’s 
Bapminton Mixture Ciaarerres. 
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